3 





The Elaboration Likelihood Model: 
Current Status and Controversies 


RICHARD E. PETTY 
DUANE T. WEGENER 


It has now been over 20 years sirice the notion 
of “two routes to persuasion” was introduced 
(see. Petty, 1977; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981), 
and over'a decade since the elaboration likeli- 
hood model (ELM) was translated into a se- 
ries of formal postulates (Petty & Cacioppo, 
1986a, 1986b). The model has garnered some 
praise (e.g., Ajzen, 1987; Pratkanis, 1989; 
Sears, 1988), and has guided a large number 
of basic and applied studies (see Petty & 
Wegener, 1998, for a recent review), but it has 
also been misunderstood and criticized on oc- 
casion (e.g., Stiff, 1986; Hamilton, Hunter, & 
Boster, 1993). The goals of this chapter are to 
provide a brief overview of the model; to dis- 
cuss some of the major conceptual questions 
and confusions that have arisen; and to.exam- 
ine the current status of the ELM as a theory 
of persuasion in particular and of social judg- 
ment more generally. 

When the idea of two routes to persua- 
sion was first proposed (Petty, 1977}, the lit- 
erature on attitude change was in a state of 
disarray, to say the least. Seemingly simple 
variables such as the credibility of the mes- 
sage source or a person’s affective state, which 
were predicted to have relatively straightfor- 
ward effects on attitude change according to 
the persuasion theories of the time, instead 
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produced a mystifying diversity of findings. 
For instance, expert sources, though usually 
good for persuasion (e.g., Kelman & 
Hovland, 1953) were not invariably favorable 
(e.g., Sternthal, Dholakia, & Leavitt, 1978). 
Similarly, inducing negative affect, though of- 
ten bad for attitude change (e.g., Zanna, 
Kiesler, & Pilkonis, 1970), was sometimes as- 
sociated with more positive influence (e.g., 
Leventhal, 1970). 

The extraordinary complexity of re- 
search findings caused some reviewers of the 
attitude change literature in the late 1970s, 
both in the United States and abroad, to be. 
quite pessimistic. For example, Jaspers (1978, 
p. 295) noted that “the most disturbing as- 


‘pect of these results is their inconsistency.” 


Sherif (1977, p. 370) described the “reigning 
confusion in the area,” and Kiesler and 
Munson (1975, p. 443) concluded that “atti- 
tude change is not the thriving field it once. 
was.” Fishbein and Ajzen (1981) character- 
ized the literature as “an accumulation of 
largely contradictory and inconsistent find- 
ings with few (if any) generalizable principles 
of effective communication” (p. 340). They 
argued that “a rather serious reconsideration 
of basic assumptions and thoughtful theoreti- 
cal reanalyses of problems confronting the 
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field” (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1972, p. 532) were 
needed. Against this backdrop, the two- 
routes-to-persuasion notion and the ELM 
were introduced in order to account for the 
complicated and perplexing results obtained 
in the accumulated literature, and to provide 
an integrative framework with which past re- 
search findings could be understood as well as 
new predictions generated. 


OVERVIEW OF THE ELM 


In brief, the ELM was formulated as a theory 
about how the classic source (e.g., expertise), 
message (e.g., number of arguments), recipi- 
ent (e.g., mood), and contextual (e.g., distrac- 
tion) variables have an impact on attitudes to- 
ward various objects, issues, and people. 
More generally, though, the theory can be 
used to understand how any external or inter- 
nal variable has an impact on some evaluative 
(e.g., good—bad) or nonevaluative (e.g., 
likely~unlikely) judgment. As articulated in 
more detail shortly, the theory outlines a finite 
number of ways in which variables can have 
their impact on judgments; it also specifies 
when variables take on these roles, as well as 
the consequences resulting from these differ- 
ent roles. That is, the ELM is a theory about 
the processes underlying changes in judg- 
ments of objects, the variables that induce 
these processes, and the strength of the judg- 
ments resulting from these processes. Because 
_ most of the work on the ELM has emphasized 
evaluative judgments, we focus on evalua- 
tions (i.e., attitudes) in this chapter, though 
similar points can be made for nonevaluative 
judgments. 


The ELM is a dual-route but multipro- - 


cess theory (depicted schematically in Figure 
: 3.1). The dual routes—“central” and “peri- 
pheral”—refer to attitude changes that are 
based on different degrees of elaborative in- 
formation-processing activity. Central-route 
attitude changes are those that are based on 
relatively extensive and effortful information- 
processing’ activity, aimed at scrutinizing and 
uncovering the central merits of the issue or 
advocacy. Peripheral-route attitude changes 
are based on a variety of attitude change pro- 
cesses that typically require less cognitive ef- 
fort. As explained further shortly, some low- 
effort attitude changes are based on processes 


that differ primarily in quantitative ways 
from central-route processes, but other peri- 
pheral-route changes result from processes 
that are both less effortful and are qualita- 
tively different (Petty, 1997). These low-effort 
mechanisms are lumped together under the 
peripheral-route label because of the similar- 
ity in the consequences they are postulated to 
induce (Petty, Wheeler, 8 Bizer, in press).’ 
Perhaps the most critical construct in the 


ELM is the elaboration continuum. Points | 


along the elaboration continuum are deter- 
mined by how motivated and able people are 
to assess and elaborate upon the central mer- 
its of a person, issue, or a position (i.e., the at- 
titude object).* As discussed in regard to Pos- 
tulate 1 shortly, when a person is making an 
evaluative judgment, the “default” goal is to 
determine how good or bad the object “real- 
ly” is; but when a-person is judging likeli- 
hood, for example, the goal is to determine 
how likely or unlikely the event “really” is. 
The more motivated and able people are to 
assess the central merits of the attitude object 


(i.e., to determine how good ‘it really is), the . 


more likely they are to effortfully scrutinize 
all available object-relevant information. This 
is because effortful scrutiny is usually per- 
ceived to be the best way to achieve this goal. 
Thus, at the high end of the elaboration con- 
tinuum, people assess object-relevant infor- 
mation in relation to knowledge that they al- 
ready possess, and arrive at a reasoned 
(though not necessarily unbiased) attitude 
that is well articulated and bolstered by sup- 
porting information (the “central route” to 
judgment). At the low end of the elaboration 
continuum, information scrutiny is reduced. 
Nevertheless, attitude change can still result 
from a low-effort scrutiny of the information 
available (e.g., examining less information 
than when elaboration is high or examining 
the same information less carefully); or atti- 
tude change can result from a number of less 
resource-demanding processes, such as classi- 
cal conditioning (Staats & Staats, 1958), self- 
perception (Bem, 1972), or the use of 
heuristics (Chaiken, 1987). Attitudes that are 
changed with minimal object-relevant 
thought are postulated to be weaker than atti- 
tudes that are changed to the same extent as a 
result of high object-relevant thought. 

The ELM hypothesis of an elaboration 
continuum comes from recognizing that it is 
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FIGURE 3.1. The elaboration likelihood model of persuasion. 


neither adaptive nor possible for people to ex- 
ert considerable mental effort in thinking 
about all of the messages and attitude objects 
to which they are exposed. In order to func- 
tion in life, people must sometimes act .as 
“cognitive misers” (Taylor, 1981), but at 


other times it is more adaptive for them to be 
generous with their cognitive resources. In the 
remainder of this chapter, we-reexamine the 
formal ELM postulates first presented by 
Petty and Cacioppo (1986a, 1986b), and ad- 
dress some issues, confusions, and misunder- 
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standings that have been raised since their 
introduction. We conclude with some discus- 
sions of similar dual-process and multiprocess 
theories that have been developed outside the 
persuasion domain. 


POSTULATE 1: THE CORRECTNESS 
POSTULATE 


People are motivated to hold correct 
attitudes. 


The ELM assumes that at least at a conscious 
level, people want to hold opinions (and come 
to judgments) that are correct. That is, in the 
absence of other competing motives, the cor- 
rectness motive is presumed to be the default 
goal. Of course, as Festinger (1954) noted, at- 
titudes cannot be correct in any absolute 
sense. Rather, the correctness of an attitude is 
a subjective assessment and can be based on a 
wide variety of “evidence.” Festinger empha- 
sized the extent to which people look to the 
opinions of others as a means of judging the 
correctness of their own attitudes. This social 
comparison process is a relatively simple and 
easy way of judging correctness. As we will 
see shortly, the ELM holds open a number of 
other ways in which a person can achieve a 
feeling of subjective correctness. For example, 
people can ignore the opinions of others and 
‘effortfully seek out and evaluate all of the rel- 
evant information on their own. Or people 
can consider both the opinions of others and 
the implications of their personal scrutiny of 
the object’s merits. Or different strategies can 
be used on different occasions. For example, 
people who do not enjoy thinking can simply 
accept what expert and trustworthy sources 
say, and can thus conserve their cognitive re- 
sources. However, if an expert source is un- 
trustworthy, then people who prefer not to 
think might need to evaluate the message on 
their own in order to achieve the same feeling 
of correctness (Priester & Petty, 1995). 


Finally, the opinions of others might influence. 


the extent or direction of the person’s own 
scrutiny. For example, the greater the number 
of people who endorse an issue, the more an 
individual might choose to think about that 
issue (Burnstein & Vinokur, 1975; Burnstein, 
Vinokur, & Trope, 1973; Harkins & Petty, 
1987). Whatever strategy is used, however; 


the ELM assumes that the default goal is to 
come to a judgment that is subjectively cor- 
rect? 

The assumption that the default motive is 
to be correct does not imply that people can- 
not be biased in their assessment of evidence, 
however (see discussion of Postulate 5). The 
first postulate of the ELM merely assumes 
that people are rarely explicitly motivated to 
be biased. Thus, in situations where people 


openly acknowledge and rely on a prejudice, 


they will often think that there is some merit 
or legitimacy to their view (e.g., a person 
might be openly biased against women police 
officers because he or she believes that men 
can do a better job). That is, people can be- 
lieve that their bias helps them to be correct! 
As this implies, sometimes increasing the mo- 
tive to be correct can actually enhance biased 
processing. For example, consider a person 
who is absolutely certain of the validity of a 
current attitude. In such a situation, the larg- 
est threat to correctness comes from the possi- 
bility that the person will succumb to influ- 
ence. Thus, this person’s goal will be to 
defend the attitude from attack, because de- 
fending the existing attitude may be the best 
way of maintaining a subjective sense of cor- 
rectness. Of course, if a possible bias is made 
salient and people find this bias to be illegiti- 
mate, consistent with Postulate 1, people will 


often engage in some corrective action 


(Wegener & Petty, 1997). Additional discus- 
sion of bias is postponed until our discussion 
of Postulate 5. 


POSTULATE 2: THE ELABORATION 
CONTINUUM POSTULATE 


’ Although people want to hold correct 
attitudes, the amount and nature of issue- 
relevant elaboration in which they are 
willing or able to engage to evaluate a 
message vary with individual and 
situational factors. 


Postulate 2 recognizes that even though peo- 
ple want to be correct, this does. not mean 
that the amount of effort devoted to thinking 
will be constant across all people and situa- 
tions. First, consider that the motive to be 
correct, like other psychological states, can 
vary with individual and situational factors. 
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That is, some people probably have a greater 
desire to be correct than others, and some sit- 
uations elicit a greater motivation to be cor- 
rect than others. For example, important is- 
sues could elicit a greater desire to be correct 
than unimportant issues. Therefore, if people 
think that the best way to form a correct 
opinion is to effortfully process all of the in- 
formation provided, then subjectively impor- 
tant issues should elicit more diligent infor- 
mation-processing activity than subjectively 
unimportant ones (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979b, 
1990). A desire to be correct can also moti- 
vate consideration of the likelihood that 
thinking will lead to a correct response. Spe- 
cifically, although most people presumably 
believe that the best way to be correct is to 
effortfully examine all of the information, 
there may be some people for whom and 
some situations.in which the opposite is the 
case. For example, if a person knows abso- 
lutely nothing about an issue, or has very low 
confidence in his or her analytic capabilities, 
the person may feel that the best way to be 
correct is to eschew effortful thinking and rely 
on knowledgeable others. For such a person, 
this tendency should be exacerbated when is- 


_ gue importance (and the need to be correct) is 


increased (cf. Sorrentino, Bobocel, Gitta, & 
Olson, 1988). On the other hand, if people 
who have low confidence in their processing 
abilities are made to feel that they are.capable 
of effortful analysis, then processing motiva- 
tion should generally be increased (Bohner, 
Rank, Reinhard, Einwiller, & Erb, 1998; Ev- 
ans & Petty, 1998). 

Although the desire to be correct and the 
perception of one’s ability to be correct by en- 
gaging in effortful thinking are important de- 
terminants of the extent of information- 
processing activity, Postulate 2 explicitly rec- 
ognizes that a consideration of “correctness” 
is not the only factor at work in determining 
the extent of thinking. For example, the 
hedonic (and other) consequences of thinking 
can also be important. Thus, putting people 
in a positive mood gets them to think more 
about pleasant messages—not because posi- 
tive moods or pleasant messages increase the 
desire to be correct (or the need to have 
greater confidence in one’s opinion; Chaiken, 
Liberman, & Eagly, 1989), but because think- 
ing about a pleasant message is hedonically 
rewarding, and people in positive moods are 


especially attentive to the hedonic conse- 
quences of their actions (Wegener & Petty, 
1994; Wegener, Petty, & Smith, 1995; cf. 
Bless & Schwarz, Chapter 21, this volume). 
In a similar vein, some individuals generally 
take greater pleasure in thinking than others 
and thus these individuals (i.e., those high in 
need for cognition; Cacioppo & Petty, 1982) 
tend to engage in effortful thought because of 
its intrinsic enjoyment, without regard to the 
importance of the issue or the need to be cor- 
rect (see Cacioppo, Petty, Feinstein, & Jarvis, . 
1996, for a review). 

Importantly, Postulate 2 recognizes that 
motivational variables are not the only factors 
that influence the extent of thinking. Ability is 
important as well. Just as motivational vari- 
ables can stem from the person or the situa- 
tion, so too can ability. That is, some people 
are more able to think about issues because of 
their intelligence or knowledge, but some situ- 
ations facilitate or impair thinking in most 
people (e.g., the presence of distraction hin- 
ders most people from processing a communi- 
cation; Petty, Wells, & Brock, 1976). When 
both. motivation and ability are high, people 
will presumably engage in considerable cogni- 
tive effort, and when both are low, effort will 
be low. If ability is high but motivation is low, 
people will not engage in much thinking until 
such time as motivation changes (e.g., follow- 
ing a message, people may learn of its per- 
sonal relevance). Similarly, if motivation is 
high but ability is low, people will not process 
much until stich time as they are able. If peo- 
ple continue to be interrupted before they are 
satisfied that they have achieved a correct 
opinion (or whatever their salient processing 
goal is), this can lead to recurrent thought 
about the object (see Petty, Jarvis, & Evans, 
1996, for additional discussion). 

Two aspects of Postulate 2 have been 
misunderstood. The first is that the elabora- 
tion likelihood is incorrectly thought to refer 
to two discrete points rather than a contin- 
uum. This confusion probably stems in part 
from the depiction of high- and low- 
elaboration endpoints along the continuum in 
schematic presentations of the ELM such as 
that in Figure 3.1, or perhaps from discussion 
of the two “routes” to change—although 
such references are meant to describe 
prototypical points along the continuum. 
There are a number of important features to 
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this continuum; the most obvious of these is 
the hypothesis that sometimes attitude change 
occurs as a result of considerable thinking 
about and elaboration of the information pro- 
vided, and at other times attitude change is 
associated with minimal thinking about and 
elaboration of the information provided. That 
is, the ‘elaboration continuum notion implies 
that the type of thought given to object- 
relevant information can be the same under 
‘ high- and low-elaboration conditions, but 
that the amount of cognitive activity varies (a 
“quantitative effect”; see Petty, 1997). 

As an example of this quantitative effect, 
consider a person who is exposed to a mes- 
sage containing eight strong arguments. A 
high-elaboration processor might think of 
three or four favorable implications of each of 
the arguments, whereas a low-elaboration 
processor might think of only one or two fa- 
vorable implications (because he or she is not 
thinking as much). The effect of this is that 
the high-elaboration processor will probably 
have more favorable attitudes toward the is- 
sue than the low-elaboration processor, be- 
cause he or she will have generated more fa- 
vorable implications of the strong arguments 
presented. An alternative way to bring. about 
this effect is if the low-elaboration processor 
thinks diligently, but about fewer arguments 
(e.g., if the person generates three or four fa- 
vorable thoughts to the first few arguments, 
but doesn’t think at all about the remaining 
arguments). This is also likely to leave this 
person with a less favorable attitude than that 
of the person who has thought carefully 
about all of the arguments.’ 

The second low-elaboration process— 
thinking about fewer arguments—can lead to 
some interesting effects. For example, what if 
a message contains four strong arguments fol- 
lowed by four weak ones? A high-elaboration 
processor who thinks about all of the infor- 
mation in a relatively objective manner is 
likely to have a moderate opinion about the 

" issue, because the arguments are mixed 
(Friedrich, Fetherstonhaugh, Casey, & 
Gallagher, 1996; Petty & Cacioppo, 1984a). 
However, an individual who considers only 
the early arguments is likely to have a more 
favorable opinion, because only the strong ar- 
guments are-given careful consideration. If the 
message has four weak arguments followed 
by four strong ones, then the low-elaboration 


processor will have a less favorable opinion 
than the high-elaboration processor who con- 
siders all of the arguments objectively.’ In ad- 
dition to these quantitative effects, however, 
the ELM holds that low-elaboration attitude 
change can be produced by processes that are 
substantively different from the argument 
consideration processes just described (a 
“qualitative effect”; Petty, 1997). Qualitative 
effects are addressed in more detail later. 


A second confusion about the elabora- . 
tion continuum concerns the nature of the- 


thinking rather than the amount. The term 
“elaboration” is used to suggest that people 
add something of their own to the specific in- 
formation provided in the communication. 
That is, when elaborating, they go beyond 


‘mere verbatim encoding (or learning) of the 


information provided. As Postulate 2 indi- 
cates, the ELM emphasizes issue-relevant 
elaboration {i.e., elaboration of information 
relevant to the attitude object or advocacy). 
This issue-relevant (or object-relevant) elabo- 
ration is often provoked by message argu- 
ments, but can also be sparked if no message 
is provided, or can be stimulated by 
nonmessage factors even when a message is 
presented. As noted by Petty and Cacioppo 
(1984b), as people approach the high end of 
the elaboration continuum, they are more 
likely to “scrutinize all available information 
in the immediate persuasion context ... in an 
attempt to evaluate the true merits of the ar- 
guments and position advocated” (p. 671; 
emphasis added). Thus,'a high elaboration in- 
dividual might consider factors such as 


- whether the message arguments presented are 


really cogent and compelling, but might also 
attempt to evaluate the merits of the position 
advocated by considering the information 
value of the source of the message (i.e., “Is the 
source legitimate to consider and helpful in 
judging the true merits of the object?”), his or 
ber own currently experienced internal feel- 
ings (i.e., “are my feelings legitimate to con- 
sider and helpful in judging the true merits of 
the object?”), and all other factors relevant to 
judging the merits of the position advocated. 
Although some reviewers have believed that 
the ELM identifies central variables or high- 
effort processing with the message, and pe- 
ripheral variables or low-effort processing 
with the source or nonmessage factors (e.g., 
see Kruglanski & Thompson, in press; 
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Spiegel, Thompson, & Kruglanski, 1996), 
this is not the case. In the ELM, content (e.g., 
source or message variables) and process (e.g., 
effortful scrutiny, classical conditioning ef- 
fects, use of heuristics, etc.) are orthogonal. 
That is, one can engage in effortful scrutiny 
for merit of source and message factors, and 
these features of the persuasion context can 
also be the source of heuristics and other pe- 
ripheral processes. Although some ELM re- 
search has manipulated source versus message 
variables to operationalize high- versus low- 
elaboration attitude change (e.g., Petty, 
Cacioppo, & Goldman, 1981), other ELM re- 
search has explicitly manipulated only mes- 
sage factors to show their role as peripheral 
cues in low-elaboration attitude change (e.g., 
Petty & Cacioppo, 1984a), and some research 
has manipulated source factors and pointed 
to their role as arguments in high-elaboration 
attitude change (Petty & Cacioppo, 1984b). 
Research guided by the ELM has shown 
that just as various message factors (e.g., the 
mere number of arguments used) can serve as 
simple cues and can affect judgments when 
the extent of elaboration is low, various 
source factors can be relevant to judging the 
central merits of an object when the extent of 
elaboration is high. For example, Petty and 
Cacioppo (1986a) noted that “for teenage 
smokers ... the major reason why they 
smoke may relate to the image of the particu- 
lar brand.... [Thus] ... the presentation of 
[various] images might provide important 
product- relevant information” (p. 17). Simi- 
larly, high self-monitors are concerned with 
the image they project to others (Snyder, 
1979), and thus these individuals are likely to 
think carefully about the image a message 
source conveys in high-elaboration situations. 
There are a number of unexplored impli- 
cations of the notion that at the extreme high 
end of the elaboration continuum, people 
scrutinize all information relevant to judging 
the position‘advocated. This means, for ex- 
ample, that people will subject source and 
message information to more scrutiny under 


- high- than under low-elaboration conditions. 


Under low-elaboration conditions, people are 
looking for a simple, quick, and easy way to 
judge the merits of the position, rather than 
examining all of the information carefully. 
Thus, according to the ELM, under these con- 
ditions people might base their judgment on 


the first arguments processed, or on the mere 
number of arguments presented, or on a cur- 
sory analysis of the source (e.g., whether the 
source seems attractive, likable, expert). 
However, when people are motivated and 
able to engage in greater scrutiny, their quick 
impressions can be modified. That is, later ar- 
guments can undermine the implications of 
early ones, or the large number of arguments 
may turn out to be specious, or a source who 
seemed expert on a first glance may turn out 
to be a fraud upon more careful analysis. Fur- 
thermore, as people think about the informa- 
tion more, they may decide that it is inappro- 
priate to use some of the information that 
they were all too willing to use when they 
were not thinking very much. For example, 
when thinking carefully and motivated to be 
accurate, people might become aware that 
their mood could be biasing their judgment, 
and might actively attempt to correct for this 
influence (see Ottati & Isbell, 1996; Wegener 
& Petty, 1997). On the other hand, it is possi- 
ble that with increased scrutiny, people might 
become even more convinced of the utility of 
some factor and give it more weight. For ex- 
ample, under high scrutiny people might be- 
come more convinced of the expertise, knowl- 
edge, and/or informational relevance of the 
message source, and thus might weight this 
information even more in their final judgment 
than when they are’ not thinking carefully 
(e.g., Kirmani & Shiv, 1998). 

The point is that when a person’s goal in 
scrutinizing all of the information is to deter- 
mine the true merits of the proposal, the per- 
son will use whatever information seems use- 
ful in reaching that goal. Thus, if providing a 
message recipient with extensive information 
about the credibility of the source convinces 
the person more of the validity of the position 
when the source information is scrutinized, 
the impact of credibility can be even higher 
under high- than under low-elaboration con- 
ditions. Conversely, if providing extensive in- 
formation about the attractiveness of the 
source (e.g., number of beauty pageants won, 
etc.) does not convince the person of the va- 
lidity of the position when this information is 
scrutinized (e.g., if this information is viewed 
as irrelevant to the advocacy), the impact of 
the attractiveness manipulation can be lower 
under high- than under low-elaboration con- 
ditions. Treating the same information differ- 
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ently under different levels of elaboration is at 
the heart of the next ELM postulate. 


POSTULATE 3: THE MULTIPLE-ROLES 
POSTULATE ~ 


Variables can affect the amount and 
direction of attitude change by (a) serving 
as persuasive arguments, (b) serving as 
peripheral cues, andlor (c) affecting the 
extent or direction of issue and argument 
elaboration. 


Postulate 3 is perhaps the most misunder- 
stood of all of the ELM postulates. This pos- 
tulate does a number of things, but we focus 
on two here. First, it makes a distinction. be- 
tween the processes by which variables have 
an impact on persuasion. Second, it suggests 
that any one variable can have an impact on 
attitude change by more than one mechanism. 
We discuss each of these notions in turn. 


Central versus Peripheral Processes 
of Attitude Change 


One of the important things that Postulate 3 
is intended to do is to make a distinction be- 
tween treating information as an “argument” 
or.as a “cue.” Postulate 2 introduced the elab- 
oration continuum, and we have seen that a 
number of interesting effects can be predicted 
simply by considering the extent to which 
people process each of the items of informa- 
tion presented as arguments. That is, the 
items of information available in the persua- 
sion situation (whether stemming from the 
source, the message, the context, or one’s own 
mind or body) can be subjected to scrutiny 
and examined for relevance in determining 
the merit of the position advocated. As noted 
in discussing Postulate 2, this scrutiny of the 
information as arguments falls along a contin- 
uum and thus can be maximal, moderate, or 
minimal. In addition to this quantitative vari- 
ation in the treatment of information as argu- 
ments, however, Postulate 3 notes that some 
information can be treated as a peripheral 
cue. The aim here is to make a qualitative dis- 
tinction, to complement the quantitative vari- 
ation encompassed by the elaboration contin- 
uum outlined in Postulate 2. If the only 
differences involved in persuasion were quan- 


titative ones, then one might simply speak of 
one persuasion process that operated in vary- 
ing degrees. In fact, some social psychologists 
have argued that there is just one persuasion 
process. Fishbein and Middlestadt (1995), for 
example, explicitly reject current multiprocess 
models such as the ELM and the heuristic- 
systematic model (HSM; Chaiken et al., 
1989), arguing that all attitude change is 
“cognitive” and can be captured by changes 
in the composite created by combining the 


perceived desirability of an object’s attributes | 


and the perceived likelihood of the object’s 
possessing those attributes. Similarly, 
Kruglanski’s lay epistemic theory (LET; see 
Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski, Thompson, & 
Spiegel, Chapter 14, this volume) rejects the 
need for multiprocess frameworks, preferring 
to lump all proposed mechanisms of persua- 
sion into one process of “hypothesis testing.” 
Of course, if one process were sufficient to ac- 
count for persuasion, then the LET and other 
one-process models would be more parsimo- 
nious than and thus superior to multiprocess 
models. 

While acknowledging the importance of 
quantitative variations in the extent of elabo- 
ration in Postulate 2, the ELM holds that no 
single process or mechanism is sufficient to 
account for the complexity of judgment phe- 
nomena. Rather, the ELM holds that various 
peripheral mechanisms of attitude change, 
which do not involve much (if any) thought 
about the substantive merits of the informa- 
tion presented, occur when the elaboration 
likelihood is low. For example, when pre- 
sented with a lengthy list of arguments, the 
low-elaboration processor might not just pro- 
cess the first-few arguments and quit (quanti- 
tative effect), but might instead simply count 
the arguments and reason that “if there are 20 
reasons to favor it, it must be worthwhile” 
(see Petty & Cacioppo, 1984a). Note that this 
process of attitude change, on some dimen- 
sions at least, is qualitatively different from 
the argument elaboration process: This mech- 
anism does not involve consideration of the 
merits of amy of the arguments, but instead in- 
volves reliance on a rule of thumb or heuristic 
that the person generates or retrieves from 
memory (see Chaiken, 1987, and Chen & 
Chaiken, Chapter 4, this volume, for more on 
heuristic processing). Other relatively low- 
effort mechanisms that are capable of produc- 
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ing attitude change without processing the 
substantive merits of the information pre- 
sented include classical conditioning (Staats 
& Staats, 1958; Cacioppo, Marshall-Goodell, 
Tassinary, 8¢ Petty, 1992), identification with 
the source of the message (Kelman, 1958), 
misattribution of affect to the message (Petty 
& Cacioppo, 1983; Schwarz & Clore, 1983), 
and mere-exposure effects (Bornstein, 1989; 
Zajonc, 1968). When one of these peripheral 
processes has a substantial influence on atti- 
tudes, this typically indicates that either moti- 
vation or ability is rather low in that persua- 
sion setting and that the resulting attitudes 
are likely to be rather weak. We discuss the 
consequences of different attitude change pro- 
cesses further in connection with Postulate 7.° 


Distinguishing Qualitative from 
Quantitative Effects along 
the Elaboration Continuum 


At the conceptual level, it is relatively easy 
(we think) to distinguish between qualita- 
tively different argument (central) and cue 
(peripheral) processes of persuasion. At the 
empirical level, however, it might sometimes 
be difficult to discern whether any given low- 
elaboration effect differs from a high- 
elaboration effect, because of the qualitative 
or the quantitative mechanism specified by 
the ELM. For example, consider a study re- 
ported by Petty and Cacioppo (1984b) in 
which the attractiveness of the message source 
in an advertisement for a beauty product was 


manipulated. In this study, the attractiveness | 


of the source had an impact under both high- 
and low-involvement conditions (designed to 
manipulate the elaboration likelihood), but 
the manipulation of the quality of the verbal 
arguments had an impact only under high- 
involvement conditions. Stated differently, 
only source attractiveness had an impact un- 
der low-involvement (low-elaboration) condi- 
tions, but both source attractiveness and ar- 
gument quality had an impact under high- 
involvement (high-elaboration) conditions. A 
clear conclusion from this study, consistent 
with the ELM, is that low-involvement partic- 
ipants engaged in less effortful information 
processing activity than high-involvement in- 
dividuals because they considered a smaller 
quantity of information than high- 
involvement participants. But is this explana- 


tion, based on the ELM prediction of 
quantitative variation along the elaboration 
continuum, sufficient to account for the re- 
sults? Or did the processing of low- 
involvement individuals differ from that of 
high-involvement individuals in its.quality as 
well as its quantity? Petty and Cacioppo 
(1984b) argued that the high-involvement in- 
dividuals considered all information—includ- 
ing source attractiveness—and determined 
that the attractiveness of a person using a 
beauty product was a relevant consideration 
in judging the merit of the product; thus 
source attractiveness, when processed as an 
argument, added to the impact of the other 
(verbal) arguments presented for the product. 
Petty and Cacioppo further argued that in the 
low-involvement conditions, however, source 
attractiveness had an impact because of its 
function as a peripheral cue. 

To summarize, one account for the differ- 
ent effects under high- and low-involvement 
conditions is simply a quantitative one. That 
is, low-involvement individuals could have 
processed the source attractiveness informa- 
tion in the same way as high-involvement in- 
dividuals (i.e., they could have judged its rele- 
vance for the merit of the product), but they 
did not process the other information because 
the verbal arguments were less salient, more 
difficult to process, were introduced later in 
the communication, and so forth. Thus, this 
interpretation of the study, consistent with the 
ELM, says that involvement induced differ- 
ences in the extent of information-processing 
activity, with high-involvement individuals 
engaging in greater information processing 
than low-involvement individuals (i.e., they 


_ processed more information as arguments). 


However, the ELM allows for another inter- 
pretation as well. Specifically, the low- 
involvement participants might have pro- 
cessed the source information in a qualita- 
tively different way than high-involvement 
participants. For example, the attractive 
source could have produced positive affect 
that generalized to the product, as specified 
by classical conditioning models of attitude 
change (Staats & Staats, 1958). Or the posi- 
tive regard for the attractive source could 
have led people to evaluate the product by 
means of a retrieved heuristic (e.g., “I agree 
with people I like”; Chaiken, 1987). In this 
study it was not possible to. determine 


50 THEORIES AND COUNTERMODELS: A. ATTITUDES (AND BEYOND) 


whether a quantitative or a qualitative differ- 
ence along the elaboration continuum was re- 
sponsible for the differences observed under 
conditions of high and low involvement. 
However, it is possible to design a study that 
could tease these apart. For example, one 
could vary the relevance of the product to 
source attractiveness. 

Consider a study that varies the elabora- 
tion likelihood (via involvement, distraction, 
etc.), the quality of the verbal arguments in 
the message, and the relevance of source at- 
tractiveness for the attitude object. Thus, 
some people might receive an ad for a beauty 
product as in the Petty and Cacioppo (1984b) 
study (high relevance of attractiveness), but 
others would receive an ad for a roofing con- 
tractor (low relevance of attractiveness): Both 
the quantitative and qualitative interpreta- 
tions would suggest that the manipulation of 
verbal argument quality would have a greater 
impact under high- than under low- 

. elaboration conditions. However, the quanti- 
tative and qualitative interpretations make 
different predictions for the low-relevance 
(low-elaboration) conditions. 

Both frameworks agree that under high- 
elaboration conditions, people would process 
the source attractiveness information as an ar- 
gument, leading to rejection of attractiveness 

- in the ad for the roofing contractor but accep- 
tance of it for the beauty product. Because 
processing the argument value of the source 
would lead to rejection of the source for the 
roofing ad (i.e., little or no impact of the at- 
tractive source), the quantitative explanation 
suggests that the attractive source would also 
have no effect for the roofing contractor un- 
der low-elaboration conditions (for the same 
reason that it would have no effect under 
high-elaboration conditions). However, the 
qualitative explanation suggests that the at- 
tractive source could have an impact for both 
the beauty product and the roofing ads under 
low-elaboration conditions, because the infor- 


mation could presumably be having an im- - 


pact on judgment by a different mechanism 
(e.g., classical conditioning, invocation of a 
heuristic, etc.) that would be applicable re- 
gardless of the relevance of attractiveness to 
the product. 

As we have just noted, both the quantita- 
tive and the qualitative possibilities are con- 
sistent with the ELM, so perhaps the key 
question is whether the qualitative feature of 


the ELM is ever needed to account for results. 
If all ‘results can be accommodated by the 
quantitative aspect of the ELM, then there 
would be no need to postulate a separate cate- 


gory of peripheral attitude change mecha- - 


nisms (classical conditioning, use of 


heuristics, etc.). In our view, the empirical evi- 


dence to date clearly suggests that quantita- 

tive variations in elaboration alone are insuf- 

ficient to account for the obtained results. 
For example, in one relevant study, 


Miniard, Bhatla, Lord, Dickson, and Unnava’ 


(1991) varied motivation to think about an. 
advertisement, as well as whether the pictures 
featured in the advertisement were relevant to 
judging the merits of the featured product or 
not (e.g., a picture of a fluffy kitten could sug- 
gest “softness” for a facial tissue, but a pic- 
ture of an equally positive sunset would be ir- 
relevant for this product). Miniard et al. 
found that the relevance of a picture to a 


- product did not matter under low-elaboration 


conditions. That is, as long as the picture was 
rated positively, equally favorable attitudes 
toward the product were induced. Under 
high-elaboration conditions, however, the rel- 
evance of the picture was consequential. Spe- 
cifically, the high-relevance picture was asso- 
ciated with more liking of the product than 
was the equally positive low-relevance pic- 
ture. This finding is consistent with the idea 
that the pictures were processed in a qualita- 
tively different manner under high- and low- 
elaboration conditions (i.e., as arguments and 
as peripheral cues, respectively). 

In another study, mentioned earlier, Petty 
and Cacioppo (1984a) varied involvement, 
the quality of verbal arguments, and the num- 
ber of verbal arguments in a message. Under 
low-involvement conditions, people reported 
agreeing with the message more when it con- 
tained more arguments, regardless of whether 
the arguments were cogent or specious. In 
contrast, under high-involvement conditions, 
more arguments led to more persuasion when 
the arguments were compelling, but to less 
persuasion when the arguments were specious 
(ie., argument’ quality was more important 
than the mere number of arguments). It is not 
clear how a framework allowing only quanti- 
tative variations in processing could account 
for this pattern of results. That is, counting 
arguments seems to be a qualitatively differ- 
ent mechanism for producing attitude change 
than evaluating arguments for merit.’ 
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In sum, although a number of interesting 
predictions can be made from consideration 
of the amount of elaboration alone (quantita- 
tive variation), additional interesting and 
unique predictions can be made from consid- 
eration of qualitatively different peripheral- 
route processes.. As just noted, these qualita- 
tive predictions have been supported in some 


. research, suggesting that one-process models 


may be overly limited (for discussions of uni- 
modal versus multimode models of persua- 
sion, see Haugtvedt, 1997; Priester & Flem- 
ing, 1997; Schwartz, 1997; Wegener & 
Claypool, in press). 


Multiple Roles for Variables along the 
Elaboration Continuum 


A second important feature of Postulate 3 is 
that it introduces the notion of multiple roles 
for persuasion variables. That is, the ELM 
notes that a variable can influence attitudes in 
four ways: (1) by serving as an argument, (2) 
by serving as a cue, (3) by determining the ex- 
tent of elaboration, and (4) by producing a 
bias in elaboration. Importantly, the postulate 
is meant to suggest that variables (such as 
source attractiveness) need not serve in only 
one of the roles specified. At the time the pos- 
tulate was originally presented, no research 
had been conducted demonstrating that any 
one variable could serve in all of the postu- 
lated roles, though Petty and Cacioppo 
(1986a) reviewed some studies showing that 
any one variable could serve in at least two 
different roles in different situations, and pro- 
vided speculation about when and how any 
one variable could serve in all of the roles (see 
pp. 204-215). 

In essence, the multiple-roles notion is 
that any given variable can influence attitudes 
by different processes, and Petty and 
Cacioppo (1986a, 1986b) noted that vari- 
ables can take on different roles at different 
points along the elaboration continuum. In 
brief, variables serve as cues (or work via pe- 
ripheral mechanisms) at the low end of the 
elaboration continuum. Variables serve as ar- 
guments or bias information processing at the 
high end of the elaboration continuum. Vari- 
ables are most likely to affect the amount of 
thinking when the elaboration likelihood is 
not constrained by other variables to be high 
or low (e.g., at about the middle of the con- 
tinuum). The fact that variables can take on 


different roles at different points along the 
elaboration continuum implies that the im- 
pact of any given variable that serves as a pe- 
ripheral cue under low-elaboration conditions 
can be enhanced, can be reduced, can be re- 
versed, or can remain the same as the elabora- 
tion likelihood is increased (Petty, 1994). 

For example, consider whether a manip- 
ulation of “beautiful scenery” in an advertise- 
ment for a vacation location should increase 
or decrease in impact as the elaboration likeli- 
hood is increased. If a person is not thinking 
about the ad very much, then the beautiful 
scenery might have a positive impact simply 
because of its mere association with the target 
location, much as it might have a similar posi- 
tive impact on evaluations of a new car that is 
located in the scenery. However, as the elabo- 
ration likelihood is increased and the scenery 
is processed for its merits with respect to the 
product, then the impact of the scenery on at- 
titudes might be increased in the ad for the 
vacation location because of its perceived rel- 
evance and merit (or might have the same im- 
pact but for a different reason than under low 
elaboration), but might show decreased im- 
pact in the ad for the car because of its per- 
ceived irrelevance for this product when pro- 
cessed as an argument. The positive impact of 
beautiful scenery can also be reversed if the 
scenery makes the ad seem more interesting 
(and thus people think about the ad more) 
when the ad contains only weak arguments 
for the vacation location. 

As noted previously, one misunderstand- 
ing of the ELM is the mistaken belief that the 
model holds that source (and other 
nonmessage) variables are peripheral but mes- 
sage variables are central. Because of this mis- 
understanding, some have interpreted the 
ELM to say that source factors must invari- 
ably decrease in impact as the elaboration 
likelihood is increased (e.g., Kruglanski & 
Thompson, in press; Spiegel et al., 1996). Yet, 
as we have explained, there are multiple ways 
in which source (and other nonmessage) vari- 
ables can increase in impact as a person 
moves up the elaboration continuum. For ex- 
ample, as the source information is scruti- 
nized more carefully along with ali other in- 
formation, confidence in the validity of the 
message position might be increased (i.e., 
when the source is processed as an argument, 
confidence in the correctness of the position 
espoused might be increased, decreased, or 
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show no change). Second, the source impact 
can increase because the source biases infor- 
mation-processing activity. Thus an expert 
source might bias processing of the verbal ar- 
guments presented (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 
1994), or might lead to the self-generation of 
arguments consistent with the position the 
source is advocating (see Burnstein & 
Vinokur, 1975). Of course, if a potential cue 
(e.g., an attractive source) is scrutinized and 
found lacking (e.g., “Attractiveness is not a 
good reason to favor this” or “It is biasing to 
go along just because he or she is attractive”), 
then the presumably positive cue can actually 
reduce persuasion (e.g., if an overcorrection 
for the perceived bias occurs; Petty, Wegener, 
& White, 1998). If the cue is deemed relevant 
and informative when scrutinized, however, 
then it will add to the impact of the other in- 
formation. Note that in the ELM, the additive 
impact under high-elaboration conditions is 
not a result of a low-effort heuristic adding to 
the impact of high-effort central/systematic 
processing (see Maheswaran & Chaiken, 
1991), but is due to the fact that the cue/heu- 
ristic is effortfully scrutinized as a potential 
argument supporting the advocacy of the 
message. 

In general, misunderstanding of the mul- 
tiple-roles postulate shows up whenever 
scholars assume that the ELM holds that vari- 
ables can take on only one of the postulated 
roles. Thus, some critics of the model (e.g., 
Allen & Reynolds, 1993) have (inappropri- 
ately) asked for a list of what variables work 
via the “central route” and what variables 


‘work via the “peripheral route.” In a similar . 


vein, scholars who review the effects of cer- 
tain variables have sometimes struggled to de- 
termine whether a variable is a “central” or a 
““peripheral” one, rather than recognizing the 
multiple roles for variables. For example, in 
reviewing the effects of group membership on 
persuasion, McGarty, Haslam, Hutchinson, 
and Turner (1994) stated that “in the elabora- 
tion likelihood model (ELM) of Petty and 
Cacioppo (1986[b]), group memberships are 
persuasive by the peripheral route” (p. 269). 
Although this is a possibility, the multiple- 
roles postulate for variables outlined by Petty 
and Cacioppo (1986b) applies to group mem- 
bership as much as it does to other variables. 
That is, in some circumstances persuasive in- 
fluence of group membership might be a pe- 


ripheral-cue effect, but at other times group 
membership might serve as an argument, 
might bias processing, or might influence how 
much people scrutinize arguments (see Flem- 
ing & Petty, in press, for additional discus- 
sion of multiple roles for group membership 
in persuasion). ; 
In addition, when some investigators find 
that some seemingly “peripheral” variables 
can affect the amount of information process- 
ing, this is seen as a surprising revelation 
rather than as a result consistent with the 
ELM. For example, when Soldat, Sinclair, and 


Mark (1997) found that the color of the pa- - 


per on which a task was printed influenced 
the extent of information processing, they 
noted that “it appears to be the case that cues 
that are traditionally seen as peripheral (e.g., 
color ... ) can affect whether people engage 
in elaboration” (p..69). As noted previously, 
even early research guided by the ELM multi- 
ple-roles notion showed that a variety of 
seemingly peripheral variables, such as source 
expertise (e.g., Heesacker, Petty, 8& Cacioppo, 
1983) and source attractiveness (e.g., Puckett, 
Petty, Cacioppo, & Fisher, 1983), could influ- 
ence the extent of information processing (see 
Petty. & Cacioppo, 1986a, for a review, see 
also DeBono & Harnish, 1988). 

In general, whenever researchers postu- 
late or document just one role for a variable, 


the ELM multiple-roles postulate suggests - 


that this variable might operate by different 
mechanisms in different situations. For exam- 
ple, in a recent study (Ottati, Terkildsen, & 
Hubbard, 1997), a speaker’s facial expres- 
Sions were shown to influence the extent of 
processing of the speaker’s message (i.e., 
happy facial expressions elicited less elabora- 
tion than neutral expressions). The ELM sug- 
gests that a speaker’s facial expressions 
should be capable of influencing attitudes by 
other mechanisms as well (e.g., by serving as a 
peripheral cue if the elaboration likelihood is 
constrained to be low). 


POSTULATE 4: THE OBJECTIVE- 
PROCESSING POSTULATE 


Variables affecting motivation and/or 
ability to process a message in a relatively 
objective manner can do so by either 


enhancing or reducing argument scrutiny. 
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Postulate 4 has been relatively uncontrover- 
sial. It simply notes that some variables influ- 
ence the extent of information scrutiny in a 
relatively objective manner by invoking vari- 
ous motivational factors (encompassing a per- 
son’s intentions and goals) and ability factors 
(encompassing a person’s capabilities and op- 
portunities). Persuasion researchers have 
identified a number of ways to assess the ex- 
tent to which persuasion is based on effortful 
consideration of information. Perhaps the 
most popular procedure has followed Petty et 
al. (1976) and has varied the quality of the ar- 
guments contained in a message, in order to 
gauge the extent of message processing by the 
size of the argument quality effects on atti- 
tudes. Greater argument quality effects sug- 
gest greater argument scrutiny. Although the 
purpose of argument quality manipulation in 
ELM studies is sometimes misunderstood (see 
O'Keefe, 1990), such manipulation is simply 
a methodological tool for examining the im- 
pact of some other variable on thinking (for 
further discussion, see Petty & Cacioppo, 
1986b; Petty, Wegener, Priester, Fabrigar, & 
Cacioppo, 1993). 

‘ Other procedures for assessing the extent 
of mental effort include assessment of the 
number and profile of issue-relevant thoughts 
generated (Petty, Ostrom, & Brock, 1981). 
High-elaboration conditions are sometimes 
associated with more thoughts (e.g., 
Burnkrant & Howard, 1984), and even if the 
total number of thoughts does not vary, under 
high-elaboration conditions the thoughts 
better reflect the quality of the issue-relevant 
information presented (e.g., Harkins & Petty, 
1981). For example, low elaborators might 
generate'an average of two favorable and 
three unfavorable thoughts following a mes- 
sage, reflecting their initially unfavorable atti- 
tudes regardless of the quality of the argu- 
ments presented. However, high elaborators 
might generate three favorable and two unfa- 
vorable thoughts following the presentation 
of strong arguments, and one favorable and 
four unfavorable thoughts following the pre- 
sentation of weak arguments. Note that in 
this example, the total number of thoughts 
does not vary across elaboration conditions, 
but the thoughts better reflect the fact that the 


individuals have considered the substantive 


message information presented. Also, correla- 
tions between message-relevant thoughts and 


postmessage attitudes tend to be greater when 
argument scrutiny is high (e.g., Chaiken, 
1980; Petty & Cacioppo, 1979b), and high 
message elaboration can produce longer read- 
ing or exposure times than'more cursory anal- 
yses (e.g., Mackie & Worth, 1989; see 
Wegener, Downing, Krosnick, & Petty, 1995, 
for a discussion of measures of elaboration). 

The notion in Postulate 4 that variables 
can influence persuasion by enhancing or re- 


‘ducing information processing is a key hy- 


pothesis in helping to explain how the same 
variable can both increase and decrease per- 
suasion. For example, because distraction re- 
duces information processing, it inhibits 
whatever thoughts a person normally would 
be thinking in the absence of distraction. 
Thus, if a person would normally be generat- 
ing many unfavorable thoughts because a 
message is highly counterattitudinal or con- 
tains specious arguments, distraction will re- 
duce these unfavorable thoughts and will . 
thereby increase persuasion. On the other 
hand, if the person would normally be gener- 
ating many favorable thoughts because the 
message takes a highly desirable position or 
contains compelling arguments, distraction 
will reduce these favorable thoughts, and per- 
suasion will be reduced as well (Petty et al., 
1976). 
Following the distraction studies (Petty et 
al., 1976), numerous investigations have ma- 
nipulated some variable of interest (such as 
source expertise), along with some other vari- 
able (usually the cogency of the message argu- 
ments) that normally makes the profile of 
thoughts generated very favorable or very un- 
favorable when people think about the mes- 
sage. If source expertise influences thinking in 
a relatively objective manner, then one of the 
two patterns of results presented in Figure 3.2 
can be expected. The top panel depicts the 
case in which a high-expertise source has led 
to greater differentiation of strong from weak 
arguments, suggesting that a high-expertise 
source produces more message processing 
than a low-expertise source. The bottom 
panel depicts the opposite result: A low- 
expertise source produces more message pro- 
cessing than a high-expertise source. Note 
that whichever processing outcome is pro- 
duced, such results move understanding of the 
variable beyond the first-generation persua- 
sion conclusion (i.e., that the variable either 
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enhances or reduces persuasion) to the sec- 
ond-generation conclusion (i.e., that the vari- 
able can both enhance and reduce persuasion 
because of its effect on information process- 
ing; see Petty, 1997, for additional discussion 
of the generations of persuasion research). 
In, the first wave of research examining 
the impact of some variable on message pro- 
cessing, it was typically assumed that vari- 
ables either enhance or reduce information 


processing. Many. such variables have been 
examined in this regard. For example, just as 
distraction was shown to reduce ability to 
process a message, repeating a message was 
shown to increase ability to process (Caci- 
oppo & Petty, 1989). Also, just as some vari- 
ables were shown to increase motivation to 
process (e.g., enhancing personal relevance; 
Petty & Cacioppo, 1979b, 1990), other vari- 
ables were shown to decrease motivation to 
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FIGURE 3.2. ‘Two patterns of results that can be expected if source expertise influences thinking in a rel- 
atively objective manner: (Top) A high-expertise source leads to greater differentiation of strong from 
weak arguments. (Bottom) A low-expertise source leads to greater differentiation of strong from weak ar- 
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process (€.8-5 making the person part of a 
group responsible for evaluating the message; 
Petty, Harkins, & Williams, 1980). Some 
variables (such as distraction and repetition) 
were part of the persuasion context, but other 
variables influencing processing stemmed 
from the message itself (e.g., overly complex 
messages tend to receive less processing than 
simple messages; Hafer, Reynolds, & 
Obertynski, 1996), or the source (e.g., know!- 
edgeable sources who are untrustworthy in- 
duce more processing. than knowledgeable 
sources who are trustworthy; Priester 8& 
Petty, 1995), or the recipient of the message 
(e.g., those high in need for cognition engage 
in greater message processing than those low 
in need for cognition; Cacioppo, Petty, & 
Morris, 1983). The number of variables that 
have been crossed with argument quality to 
examine the effect of the variables on infor- 
mation processing is now quite large; in addi- 
tion to those just mentioned, these variables 
include mood (Worth & Mackie, 1987; Bless, 
Bohner, Schwarz, & Strack, 1990; see Bless 
& Schwarz, Chapter 21, this volume), recipi- 
ent posture (Petty, Wells, Heesacker, Brock, 
& Cacioppo, 1983), deprivation of control 
(Pittman, 1993), expectation of discussion 
with another (Chaiken, 1980; Leippe & 
Elkin, 1987), number of message sources 
(e.g., Harkins & Petty, 1987; Moore & 
Reardon, 1987), ambivalence about the mes- 
sage topic (Maio, Bell, & Esses, 1996), speed 
of speech (Smith & Shaffer, 1991), physiolog- 
ical arousal (Sanbonmatsu & Kardes, 1988), 
time pressure (e.g., Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 
1991), knowledge about the issue (Wood, 
Rhodes, & Biek, 1995), and others. 

Thus, a number of studies have sup- 
ported the second-generation conclusion that 
many variables can increase or decrease per- 
suasion by increasing or decreasing informa- 
tion processing. More recently, however, a 
number of studies have addressed the third- 
generation possibility that the same variable 


can increase processing in some situations, - 


but decrease it in others. The first such study 
examined the effect of rhetorical questions on 
persuasion and found that summarizing argu- 
ments as rhetorical questions (e.g., “Wouldn’t 
increasing tuition lead to an improvement in 
the library?”) rather than as statements (e.g., 
“Increasing tuition would lead to an improve- 
ment in the library”) led to increased message 


processing when the issue was of low per- 
sonal relevance and people ordinarily would 
not be thinking about the message, but to re- 
duced message processing when the issue was 
of high personal relevance and people ordi- 
narily would be thinking about the message 
(Petty, Cacioppo, & Heesacker, 1981). The 
latter effect presumably occurred because 
people who were already engaged in thinking 
about the message were distracted from their 
natural chain of thoughts by the rhetorical 
questions. ae 

Since the rhetorical-questions study, sev- 
eral variables have been shown both to in- 
crease and to decrease message processing in 
different situations. For example, endorse- 
ment of an advocacy by a majority of one’s 
peers leads to more message processing than 
minority endorsement when the ‘message 
topic is counterattitudinal, but majority en- 
dorsement leads to less message processing 
than majority endorsement when the message 
topic is proattitudinal (Baker & Petty, 1994). 
Framing the message arguments in a positive 
way (e.g., “If you stop smoking you will live 
longer”) leads to more processing than nega- 
tive framing (e.g., “If you don’t stop smoking 
you will die sooner”) when people expect 
negatively framed arguments, but positive 
framing leads to less processing than negative 
framing when people expect positively framed 
arguments (Smith & Petty, 1996). Happy 
mood leads to less message processing than 
sad mood when the message topic is expected 
to be unpleasant, but happy mood leads to 
more processing when the message topic is 
expected to be pleasant (Wegener, Petty, & 
Smith, 1995). 

These patterns of data are very complex 
when one attempts to describe the impact ofa 


_yariable on persuasion. For example, majority 


endorsement increases persuasion over minor- 
ity endorsement when the topic is counter- 
attitudinal and the arguments are strong (be- 
cause in this case majority endorsement 
increases processing of the strong arguments 
over minority endorsement), or when the 
topic is proattitudinal and the arguments are 
weak (because in this case majority endorse- 
ment reduces processing of the weak argu- 
ments over minority endorsement}. However, 
at the conceptual level the findings can be un- 
derstood quite readily. For example, both the 
research on majority-minority endorsement 
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and the research on positive-negative framing 
can be understood by the simple principle 
that “surprise leads to more message process- 
ing” (e.g., it is surprising for people to find 
that a majority disagrees with them or a mi- 
nority agrees). Similarly, the mood results can 
be understood through application of mood 
management motives (i.e., people in a positive 
mood process the pleasant message more be- 
cause they are more sensitive to the hedonic 
consequences of their actions; Wegener & 
Petty, 1994). We suspect that a relatively 
small number of processing principles will ul- 
timately integrate these third-generation stud- 
ies. 


POSTULATE 5: THE BIASED- 
PROCESSING POSTULATE 


Variables affecting message processing in 
a relatively biased manner can produce 
either a positive (favorable) or negative 
(unfavorable) motivational and/or ability 
bias to-the issue-relevant thoughts 
attempted. 


Whereas Postulate 4 notes that some variables 
have an impact on thinking (elaboration) by 
influencing thinking in a relatively objective 
manner, Postulate 5 recognizes that thinking 
can also be biased. The variables just dis- 
cussed, such as distraction or need for cogni- 
tion, tend to influence information-processing 
activity in a relatively objective manner. That 
_ is, all else being equal, distraction tends to 
disrupt whatever thoughts a person is think- 
ing (Petty et al.; 1976). The distraction per se 
does not specifically target one type of 
thought (e.g., favorable or unfavorable) to 
- impede. Similarly, individuals with high need 
for cognition are more motivated to think in 
general than are people low in need for cogni- 
tion (Cacioppo et al., 1983). They are not 
more motivated to think certain kinds of 
thoughts over others. Some variables, how- 
ever, are selective in their effects on thinking. 


Motivational and Ability Factors 
in Bias 


Just as motivational and ability factors con- 
tribute to relatively objective information 


processing, Postulate 5 notes that both moti- . 


vational and ability factors contribute to bi- 
ased processing. Regarding motivation, the 
ELM holds that motivation is relatively objec- 
tive when no a priori judgment is preferred 
and a person’s implicit or explicit goal is to 
“seek the truth wherever it might lead” (Petty 
& Cacioppo, 1986b, p. 19). In contrast, a 
motivated bias can occur whenever people 
implicitly or explicitly prefer one judgment or 
conclusion over another. Petty and Cacioppo 
(1986b) noted that the distinction between 
objective and biased processing has much in 
common with an earlier cognitive distinction 
between “bottom-up” and “top-down” pro- 
cessing (cf. Bobrow & Norman, 1975). 
Whereas objective processing tends to be 
data-driven (ie. drawing whatever conclu- 
sions the data imply), biased processing is di- 
rected in such a way as'to favor an existing at- 
titude schema or current goal. Biased 
processing also has much in common with a 
subsequent distinction made by Kruglanski 
(1990) between the need for “specific clo- 
sure” and the need for “nonspecific closure.” 
When a person is seeking nonspecific closure, 
any answer will do, and thus processing can 
be relatively objective; however, when a per- 
son is seeking specific closure, some answers 


are preferred over others, and thus processing - 


is more likely to be biased. 

In the ELM, a wide variety of motiva- 
tions can determine which particular judg- 
ment is preferred in any given situation. For 
example, if the reactance motive (Brehm, 
1966) is aroused, people will prefer to hold 
whatever judgment is forbidden or restricted 
and to resist whatever opinion is pressured. If 
balance motives (Heider, 1958) are operating, 
people will prefer to adopt the position of a 
liked source but to distance themselves from a 
disliked source. If impression management 
motives (Tedeschi, Schlenker, & Bonoma, 
1971) are in ascendance, people will prefer to 
hold whatever position they think will be in- 
gratiating and to avoid those that will make 
them look bad. If self-affirmation motives 
(Steele, 1988) are high, people will prefer the 
position that will make them feel best about 
themselves, and so forth. Importantly, many 
of these biasing motives can influence judg- 
ments by either the central or the peripheral 


route. That is, biasing motives can have their . 


impact on judgments by effortful or 
noneffortful means. For example, invocation 
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of reactance can lead to simple rejection of 


the forbidden position without much thought 
(i.e., based on the reactance motive alone), or 
the reactance motive can lead to a more 
effortful rejection by motivating intense 
counterarguing of the position. Whether the 
motive produces a biased outcome by rela- 
tively effortful or noneffortful means will de- 
pend on other variables such as whether the 
person is motivated (e.g., high vs. low per- 
sonal relevance) or able (e.g., high vs. low dis- 
traction) to think carefully about object- 
relevant information (Petty & Cacioppo, 
1979, 1990). Finally, it is worth noting that if 
the overall elaboration likelihood is high, mo- 
tivated biases will presumably lead to a biased 
assessment of all information in the persua- 
sion environment. In such circumstances, peo- 


- ple might “allow” certain peripheral ‘ cues 


consistent with their motivational goals to in- 
fluence their judgments, whereas in the ab- 
sence of these motives they will discount or 
correct for these cues (see “Bias Correction,” 
below). If the overall elaboration likelihood is 
low, however, then motivated biases will ei- 
ther have a direct impact on judgment, or lead 
to a biased assessment of a more limited set of 
information (e.g., only the most salient pe- 
ripheral cues). 
The ELM holds that biased processing 
can occur even if no specific judgment is pre- 
ferred (i.e., if motivational factors alone will 
promote relatively objective processing). This 
is because ability factors can also introduce a 
bias in the information-processing activity. 
For example, in some circumstances, knowl- 
edge stored in memory is simply imbalanced 


" (and thus favors some conclusions over oth- 


ers). In other circumstances, variables in the 
persuasion setting can bias retrieval of infor- 
mation even if what is stored in memory is 
completely balanced and no motivational bi- 
ases are operating (see Petty, Priester, & 
Wegener, 1994, for additional discussion). For 
example, a positive mood might increase ac- 
cess to positive material in memory (¢.g., 
Bower, 1981; see Bless & Schwarz, Chapter 
21, this volume). The result could be that fa- 
-vorable heuristics are more likely to be re- 
trieved and used than unfavorable ones when 
the elaboration likelihood is low, and that fa- 
vorable interpretations of arguments are gen- 
erated and applied when the elaboration like- 


_ lihood is high (Petty, Schumann, Richman, & 


Strathman, 1993). In general, biases in pro- 
cessing a persuasive message are fostered 
when the message contains information that 
is ambiguous or mixed rather than clearly 
strong or weak (Chaiken & Maheswaran, 
1994). 

Bias can occur because of what people 
choose to process, how they choose to process 
it, and/or how they integrate the results of 
their information-processing efforts. Further- 
more, these processes can be driven by moti- 
vational factors, by ability factors, or by both. 
Consider the well-known study by Lord, 
Ross, and Lepper (1979) in which people re- 
ceived information both favoring and oppos- 
ing capital punishment information. Follow- 
ing the message, people reported their own 
side to be more compelling than the other 
side. This could have occurred for a number 
of reasons. Assume for the moment that in 
some objective sense, the arguments presented 
on both sides were equally compelling. Why 
would people have found their own side to be 
more persuasive? According to the ELM, 
there are a number of possibilities. First, peo- 
ple might have engaged in relatively little pro- 
cessing of either side, but simply demon- 
strated an “ownness bias” (Perloff & Brock, 
1980) and reasoned that “my side is better” 
(i.e., using their initial attitude as a peripheral 
cue to validity; Petty, Cacioppo, & Haugt- 
vedt, 1992}. Second, the biased outcome 
could have come about as a result of various 
more effortful message-processing biases. For 
example, people could have engaged in 
greater thinking about their own side of the 
issue over the other side. Even if this process- 
ing was objective, this difference in amount of 
thought could have led them to find their own 
side to be more compelling. Alternatively, 
people could have engaged in biased process- 
ing of one or the other side—selectively argu- 
ing-in favor of their own side and/or 
counterarguing the other side. Finally, even if 
people processed both sides objectively and to 
an equal extent, generating a balanced set of 
thoughts, the thoughts favoring their own 
side (and/or opposing the other side) might 
have been given greater weight in forming a 
final judgment than the thoughts favoring the 
other side (and/or: opposing their own side; 
Anderson, 1981). It is important to note that 
these processes could have been mostly attrib- 
utable either to ability or to motivational fac- 
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tors. For example, people might have selec- 
tively processed their own side mostly because 
it would be uncomfortable if their side did not 
“come out on top” (motivational factor), or 
mostly because they were more capable of 
thinking about the side that fit with their ex- 
isting attitude schema (ability factor). 
€onsideration of both motivational and 
ability variables in bias can lead to some 
rather complex outcomes (see Biek, Wood, & 
Chaiken, 1996). For example, consider how a 
person’s knowledge about an attitude issue 
can influence persuasion. Knowledge (i.e., in- 
formation about the attitude object) can vary 
in both its nature and its amount, and can 
have an impact by both motivational and 
ability means. In most prior studies on knowl- 
edge, the amount of knowledge is measured 
(see Wood et al., 1995, for a review) rather 
than manipulated. Because people are likely 
to have knowledge that is consistent with or 
supportive of their attitudes, people who are 
categorized as especially high in knowledge 
are likely to be those who are also especially 
high in attitude-congruent knowledge. In gen- 
eral, the greater one’s attitude-congruent 
knowledge, the more able one will be to'de- 
fend one’s position from attack. Thus, it 
might not be surprising that the typical effect 
reported in the literature between amount of 
knowledge and. persuasion is that increased 
knowledge increases resistance to persuasion 
(e.g., Wood, Kallgren, & Priesler, 1985). 

If a person has relatively objective or bal- 
anced knowledge about an issue, however, 
there is unlikely to be a bias due to ability fac- 
tors (unless, of course, one type of knowledge 
is more easily activated than the other). 
Rather, as the extent of a person’s balanced 
knowledge about the issue increases, the indi- 
vidual might be more able to see the merits 
(or faults) of either side of the issue to an 
equal degree, compared to a person with little 
knowledge about the issue. This might espe- 
cially be the case if the message is rather com- 
plex and requires some prior knowledge to 
understand. If the message is relatively simple 
and does not require much in the way of 
background to understand, increasing one’s 
balanced knowledge might not confer much 
ability benefit on processing (but might still 
affect motivation). Thus, in terms of ability 
factors, a biased knowledge base enables a 
person to see the merits of his or her own side 


and to counterargue opposing sides, but rela- 
tively balanced knowledge is less likely to 
confer this ability bias. The nature of one’s 
knowledge is considered an ability bias, be- 
cause even if people are trying as hard as pos- 
sible to be objective, it will be more difficult 
for them to do so the more they have a biased 
store of previous knowledge on the topic. 

However, it is also important to recog- 
nize that increasing knowledge about a topic, 
whether that knowledge is balanced or not, 
can have various motivational consequences 
as well. For example, if the message topic is a 
relatively unimportant one, a person might 
use the perceived amount of knowledge on a 
topic as a cue to reject the message. That is, 
the person might reason that he or she is 
likely to have more expertise than the mes- 
sage source, and thus that there is no need to 
change. In addition, however, a person’s 
knowledge can be used as an indication of 
whether or not to process the message. Fot 
example, the person might reason, “I’m unin- 
formed, so I need to learn more,” or “I know 
enough, so I don’t need to process,” or maybe 
even “I have some knowledge, so this must be 
worth thinking about.” These postulated mo- 
tivational effects are really effects of perceived 
knowledge rather than actual knowledge, 
since, for example, a person with objectively 
little knowledge might still perceive himself or 
herself as an expert! Of course, when the mes- 
sage topic is also important, thinking oneself 
to be more expert than the source can also 
lead to extensive counterarguing of what the 
source has to say on the topic. 


Bias Correction 


The mere fact that some motivational or abil- 
ity factor encourages biased processing does 
not mean that a biased outcome will inevita- 
bly result. One reason for this is that people 
sometimes attempt to correct for factors they 
believe might unduly influence (or might have 
unduly influenced) their evaluations (e.g., 


Strack, 1992; Petty 8&. Wegener, 1993; Wilson © 


& Brekke, 1994). According to the flexible- 
correction model (FCM; Wegener & Petty, 
1995, 1997), corrections for bias can proceed 
in different directions, depending on- recipi- 
ents’ theories of how the biasing event or 
stimulus (e.g., an attractive source) is likely to 
influence their views. The FCM posits that in 
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order for corrections to occur, people should 
(1) be motivated and able to identify poten- 
tially biasing factors, (2) possess or generate a 
naive theory about the magnitude and direc- 
tion of the bias, and (3) be motivated and able 
to make the theory-based correction. In some 
cases, integrative processing of the informa- 
tion (e.g., Schul & Burnstein, 1985) can make 
it difficult for people to correct for the biasing 
effect of an individual piece of information 
that contributes to an overall evaluation. That 
is, even if motivated to correct, people might 
not have the ability to do so, or to do so accu- 
tely. 
= When people are motivated and able to 
correct, theory-based corrections can actually 


result in reversals of typical persuasion effects . 


(e.g., if people believe that the persuasion fac- 
tor has had a greater impact than it actually 
has). For example, in one study, when people 
were made aware of possible biases due to 
source likability, an overcorrection led a dis- 
liked source to be more persuasive than a 
liked source (Petty et al., 1998). 


POSTULATE 6: THE TRADEOFF 
POSTULATE 


As motivation and/or ability to process 
arguments is decreased, peripheral cues 
become relatively more important 
determinants of persuasion. Conversely, as 
argument scrutiny is increased, peripheral 
-cues become relatively less important 
determinants of persuasion. 


Postulate 6 says that as one moves along the 
elaboration continuum, the impact of periph~ 
eral-cue processes on attitudes varies. That is, 
at. low levels of information scrutiny, rela- 
tively low-elaboration judgment strategies 
(such as going with the early information or 
relying on heuristics) and low-elaboration 
judgment mechanisms and processes (such as 
identification with the source or classical con- 
ditioning) have a greater impact on attitudes 
than they do at high levels of scrutiny. In es- 
sence, Postulate 6 articulates a tradeoff be- 
tween the impact of central and peripheral 
mechanisms on judgments along the elabora- 
tion likelihood continuum. That is, as the im- 
pact of central-route processes on judgments 
increases, the impact of peripheral-route 


mechanisms on judgments decreases. One as- 
pect of this postulate that has been 
misunderstood is that the postulated tradeoff 
is not in the occurrence of central and periph- 
eral processes, but in the impact of these pro- 
cesses on attitudes and judgments. For exam- 
ple, the presence of one’s friend might invoke 
the heuristic “I agree with people I like” 
(Chaiken, 1980) under both high- and low- 
elaboration conditions, because the heuristic 
is so well practiced that it is automatically ac- 
cessed. Under high-elaboration conditions, 
however, when this heuristic enters con- 
sciousness it will be subjected to careful scru- 
tiny, just as the other information in the per- 
suasion context is subjected to scrutiny (Petty 
8&¢ Cacioppo, 1986a; Petty, 1994). That is, the 
retrieved heuristic, like all other available in- 
formation in one’s consciousness, will be eval- 
uated as an argument. If the heuristic is found 
to lack merit as an argument for supporting 
the advocated view, then it will have little im- 
pact on one’s overall judgment. On the other 
hand, if the heuristic is deemed cogent, then it 
will have an impact. This scrutiny of the heu- 
ristic for merit is less likely under low- 
elaboration conditions, where the mere invo- 
cation of the heuristic could be sufficient for 
persuasion” 
It is important to note that the ELM trade- 
off hypothesis implies a number of things. 
First, at most points along the continuum, cen- 
tral and peripheral processes will co-occur and 
jointly influence judgments (Petty, Kasmer, 
Haugtvedt, & Cacioppo, 1987). Second, how- 
ever, movement in either direction along the 
continuum will tend to enhance the relative im- 
pact of one or the other process (e.g., effortful 
scrutiny for merit vs. reliance on a heuristic) on 
judgments. It is important to note that chang- 
ing the relative impact of one process over an- 
other on attitudes does not imply that the im- 
pact of any given variable (e.g., source 
expertise, mood) on judgments must increase 
or decrease as one moves along the continuum. 
This is because of the multiple-roles postulate 
discussed previously. Recall that the multiple- 
roles notion is that any given variable can influ- 
ence attitudes by different processes at differ- 
ent points along the elaboration continuum 
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986a). In fact, as noted. 
previously, the ELM holds that the impact of 
variables serving as cues under low- 
elaboration conditions can be reduced, un- 
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changed, enhanced, or even reversed as the 
elaboration likelihood is increased! In sum, the 
tradeoff hypothesis basically means that a vari- 
able is less likely to have its impact on attitudes 
via a peripheral process as the elaboration like- 
lihood is increased." 


Reduced-Impact Effects 


The earliest research on the ELM (and HSM) 
focused on the reduced impact of variables 
serving as cues as the elaboration likelihood 
was increased. For example, Petty, Cacioppo, 
and Goldman (1981) found that a manipula- 
tion of source expertise (i.e., whether the mes- 
sage on an educational issue came from a 
Princeton University professor or a local high 
school student) had a smaller impact on atti- 
tudes when the personal relevance of the com- 
munication was increased (and that a manip- 
ulation of argument quality had an increased 
impact). Similarly, as noted previously, Petty 
and Cacioppo (1984a) found that the mere 
number of arguments in a message had a 
smaller impact on attitudes as the personal 
relevance of the message was increased (but 
that argument quality had a larger effect). 

Petty (1994) outlined a number of possible 
explanations for these reduced-impact effects. 
For example, features of a message that serve as 
peripheral cues when the elaboration likeli- 
hood is low (e.g., source attractiveness, mes- 
sage length) might initially be effective under 
high-elaboration conditions as well (leading to 
a tentatively favorable attitude), but might sub- 
sequently be drowned out or undermined by 
the more substantive arguments (see also 
Chaiken et al., 1989). Or these features might 
simply be less salient than other substantive 
features of the message when elaboration is 
high, and thus might be viewed as less extreme, 
weighted less, or ignored. Or people might pro- 
cess the feature intently (i.e., as an argument), 
but might find that it is not useful or relevant to 
evaluating the central merits of the issue. Peo- 
ple might even explicitly attempt to discount or 
correct for the impact of these features if they 
are seen as biasing. 


Unchanged-, Enhanced-, and Reversed- 
Impact Effects 


As just noted, according to the ELM, vari- 
ables such as source attractiveness can have a 


favorable impact on attitudes for different 
reasons along the elaboration continuum. For 
example, attractiveness can influence atti- 
tudes by some peripheral mechanism under 
low-elaboration conditions (e.g., if people are 
distracted), but can serve to influence the 
amount of thinking if the elaboration likeli- 


hood is a bit higher (e.g., if people are unsure © 


whether or not cognitive effort is merited). 
Under even higher-elaboration conditions, at- 
tractiveness can serve as an argument if it pro- 
vides information central to the merits of the 
attitude object, can bias the processing of 
whatever issue-relevant information is pre- 
sented, or both. Furthermore, as noted previ- 
ously, the biased processing can result from 
either motivational or ability factors. For ex- 
ample, an attractive source, like a positive 
mood, might make it more likely that positive 
associations and ideas will come to mind. Or, 
to the extent that self-affirmation motives or 
impression management motives are present 
in the situation, people might wish to agree 
with an attractive source for purposes of en- 
hancing esteem in their own eyes or the eyes 
of others. The key point here is that depend- 
ing on the outcome of these different pro- 
cesses, a variable that serves as a peripheral 
cue under low-elaboration conditions can lose 
the impact it had under low-elaboration con- 
ditions, can have an unchanged impact, can 
have an enhanced impact, or can even have a 
reversed impact on attitudes as the elabora- 
tion likelihood is increased. 

For example, consider a study by Petty, 
Wegener, and White (1997, raw data; cited in 
Petty et al., 1998) in which a manipulation of 
liking for a source had an increased impact as 
the elaboration likelihood increased. In this 
study, students at Ohio State University were 
given a message from a person who either 
praised them in comparison to the students at 
the University of Michigan or derogated them. 
Part of the study was conducted prior to and 
part was conducted shortly after the University 
of Michigan football team defeated Ohio State 
for the second year in a row—once again ruin- 
ing what would have been a perfect season and 
a chance at a national championship. For data 
collected prior to the game, the typical source 
effect emerged (with the likable source being 
more persuasive than the dislikable source to a 
greater extent under low- than under high- 
processing conditions; Chaiken, 1980; Petty, 
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Cacioppo, & Schumann, 1983). Shortly after 
the second-season ending loss to Michigan, 
however, the reverse was obtained. Following 
the loss, students reported that they didn’t care 
about being highly biased against Michigan 
supporters. Thus, one would expect that the 
disliked source would lead to counterarguing 
when the topic was important. If the counter- 
arguing of the disliked source was especially in- 
tense, it could lead to the observed result that 
the source manipulation had a greater impact 
in the high- than in the low-elaboration condi- 
tions. That is, the negative impact of 
counterarguing of the disliked source on atti- 
tudes could be greater than the negative impact 
of the disliked source’s serving as a cue. 


POSTULATE 7: THE ATTITUDE 
STRENGTH POSTULATE 


Attitude changes that result mostly from 
processing issue-relevant arguments 
(central route) will show greater temporal 
persistence, greater prediction of behavior, 
and greater resistance to 
counterpersuasion than attitude changes 
that result mostly from peripheral cues. 


Postulate 7 suggests that basing one’s attitude 
on considerable issue-relevant thinking (high 
elaboration) leads to stronger attitudes than 
basing one’s attitude on little issue- relevant 
thinking (low elaboration), such as occurs 
when attitudes change by the peripheral 
route. As Petty and Cacioppo (1986b) ex- 
plained, this postulate is based on the notion 
that high-effort, central-route processes gen- 
erally require greater cognitive effort than pe- 
ripheral-route processes, and that issue- 
relevant cognitive effort is related to the vari- 
ous indicators of attitude strength (e.g., resis- 
tance to counterpersuasion). Thus, carefully 
processing three message arguments will lead 
to stronger attitudes than carefully processing 
just one argument (quantitative effect), and 
carefully processing just one argument will 
lead to stronger attitudes than less effortfully 
basing one’s attitude on one salient heuristic 
retrieved from memory, or on one inference 
(e.g., self-perception) generated on-line (quali- 
tative effect). Because the latter prediction as- 
sumes that processing one argument requires 
greater object-relevant cognitive effort than 


using one heuristic or inference, this compari- 
son involves both a qualitative and a 
quantitative difference. 
Several features of Postulate 7 have beeri 
misunderstood. First, it is important to con- 
sider that the postulate applies to a compari- 
son between attitudes changed to the same 
degree by high and low amounts of elabora- 
tion. Thus, it would not be appropriate to 
compare, for example, the persistence of a 
very small change produced by high elabora- 
tion with a very large change produced by 
low elaboration. At a subsequent point in 
time, the absolute amount of change could 
well be larger for the low-elaboration change 
than for the high-elaboration change, given 
the very different starting points. 
Second, in generating predictions from 
the postulate, it is important to understand 
why high amounts of elaboration are thought 
to produce the postulated strength conse- 
quences. That is, Petty and Cacioppo (1986b) 
noted that several mediating mechanisms are 
likely to be responsible for the effects of elab- 
oration on attitude strength. They noted, for 
example, that high amounts of thinking about 
an object can render the attitude more acces- 
sible than low amounts of thinking, and that 
increased accessibility will make it more likely 
that the same attitude will be reported at two 
points in time and be available to guide be- 
havior Also, increased object-relevant think- 
ing will make it more likely that the object- 
relevant information linked to the attitude 
will be more salient and thus can be used to 
defend one’s attitude at a later point in time. 
Similarly, thinking might enhance confidence 
in one’s attitude, making it more likely that 
one will be willing to act on the attitude (see 
also Petty, Haugtvedt, & Smith, 1995). It is 
also possible that elaboration will enhance the » 
consistency of the attitude with one’s underly- 
ing beliefs, making it easier to resist countet- 
communications (see Chaiken, Pomerantz, & 
Giner-Sorolla, 1995). In any case, it is impor- 
tant to consider that object-relevant elabora- 
tion should produce strength consequences 
only to the extent that it is associated with the 
postulated mediating mechanisms. To the ex- 
tent that elaboration does not result in the 
presumed mediating processes, it should not 
be associated with the strength consequences. 
Thus, for example, if increased thinking re- 
sults in greater uncertainty about one’s atti- 


62 THEORIES AND COUNTERMODELS: A. ATTITUDES (AND BEYOND) 


tude rather than in greater confidence, think- 
ing should not necessarily result in greater 
strength than not thinking. 

Furthermore, consideration of the pre- 
sumed mediating mechanisms suggests that 
low-effort processes can also produce one or 
more of the strength consequences. Petty and 
Cacioppo (1986a) noted, for example, that 
increased repetition of one or more peripheral 
cues (e.g., Johnson & Watkins, 1971; Weber, 
1972) can enhance the accessibility of the atti- 
tude and the memorability of the cue(s), re- 
sulting in relatively persistent attitudes. In 
fact, Zanna, Fazio, and Ross (1994) reported 
that merely having people rehearse their atti- 
tudes (presumably enhancing accessibility 
without encouraging any additional thinking) 
was sufficient to increase attitude persistence. 
Similarly, increasing the memorability or ac- 
cessibility of a cue, by increasing its relevance 
to the attitude object, can also enhance persis- 
tence (Sengupta, Goodstein, & Boninger, 
1997). 

Another area of confusion is whether the 
various postulated strength consequences in- 
variably co-occur, given that each results from 
elaboration: The ELM holds that the strength 
consequences can be independent. For exam- 
ple, Petty and Cacioppo (1986a) noted that 
“the resistance of an attitude to attack is con- 
ceptually distinct from thé temporal persis-° 
tence of the attitudes. Thus, some attitudes 
may be highly persistent, but only if they are 
not challenged. Likewise, it is possible for 
some attitudes to be very resistant to change, 
but only in the short-term” (p. 190; see also 
McGuire, 1964). As one instance of inde- 
pendence, Petty and Cacioppo noted that re- 
peatedly pairing peripheral cues with an atti- 
tude object can produce an accessible attitude 
that is relatively persistent. However, individ- 
uals with these peripherally based persistent 
attitudes are still likely to be susceptible to 
counterpersuasion, because they will presum- 
ably have difficulty mounting a defense of 
their attitudes if they are attacked with strong 
arguments. 

In an empirical demonstration of the in- 
dependence of attitude persistence and resis- 
tance, Haugtvedt, Schumann, Schneier, and 
Warren (1994) presented one group of partici- 
pants with an advertising campaign for a con- 
sumer product in which the substantive argu- 
ments for the campaign were varied across 


multiple exposures of the ads. Another group 
of participants was presented with a cam- 
paign in which the ads were varied cosmetic- 
ally (e.g., different endorser cues in each ad), 
but the ads did not vary in the substantive ar- 
guments they presented. That is, the substan- 
tive variation strategy involved keeping the 
peripheral cues constant across exposures, 
but presenting different substantive informa- 
tion in each ad. The cosmetic-variation strat- 
egy involved keeping the substantive informa- 
tion the same across ad exposures, but 
varying the positive cues contained in the ad- 
vertisements. Substantive variation strategies 
would be expected to encourage attitude for- 
mation by high-effort evaluation of the sub- 
stantive arguments, but cosmetic variations 
would encourage attitude formation by low- 
effort processes, such as reliance on source 
heuristics (see Schumann, Petty, & Clemons, 
1990). 

Previous research comparing high- and 
low-effort attitude changes has typically in- 
volved a single exposure to a message con- 
taining multiple pieces of substantive infor- 
mation (arguments) but just.one salient cue. 
Haugtvedt et al. (1994) noted that such re- 
search might have provided central-route par- 
ticipants with mnemonic advantages (e.g., 
multiple retrieval cues) over peripheral-route 
participants. However, if recipients were pre- 
sented with multiple peripheral cues (cos- 
metic-variation strategy), or if a single cue 
was repeated multiple times, attitude persis- 
tence might be greater than that obtained in 
the typical low-effort condition, in which 
there was just one exposure to an ad contain- 
ing a peripheral cue. Consistent with this hy- 
pothesis, Haugtvedt et al. (1994) found that 
people receiving three exposures to the sub- 
stantively varied ads, to the cosmetically var- 
ied ads, or to a single ad showed greater (and 
equivalent) persistence in attitude change over 
a 1-week period, compared to people who re- 
ceived just one exposure. That is, by the per- 
sistence criterion, each of the repetition condi- 
tions produced equivalently more favorable 
attitudes than the single-exposure control 1 
week after message presentation. 

What about resistance? To assess this, af- 
ter completing the delayed attitude measure, 
recipients were presented with a message that 
weakly attacked the product presented in the 
critical advertisements. On the attitude mea- 
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sure taken after the attacking message, people 
who had received the substantively varied ads 
showed greater resistance than people in any 
of the other groups. Thus, even though the 
repetition strategies were all more effective in 
enhancing persistence over 1 week than the 
single-exposure control condition was, the 
different repetition strategies were not all 
more effective in inducing resistance. Spe- 
cifically, the attitudes based on exposure to 
substantively varied ads were more resistant 
in the face of attack than were the attitudes 
resulting from the other repetition strategy. 
That is, repetition and variation of peripheral 
cues were useful for increasing persistence, 
but were ineffective in increasing resistance. 
This can be understood by consideration of 
the presumed mediating mechanisms outlined 
above. That is, for example, both substan- 
tively and cosmetically varied ads could have 
increased the accessibility or memorability of 
the attitude to ari equivalent extent, but only 
effortful processing of the substantive ads led 
people to have sufficient information to be 
able to defend their attitudes when attacked. 

In sum, the key to Postulate 7 is under- 
standing the impact of elaboration on the 
mechanisms mediating the strength conse- 
quences. Thus, if a message recipient elabo- 
rates a source factor and thinks about its rele- 
vance to validity, this should enhance strength 
over use of the same source factor as a cue 
(e.g., acceptance as a result of a heuristic) if 
the former process results in an attitude that 
is more accessible, associated with greater 
confidence, and so forth. 

What happens when a strong (e.g., rela- 
tively persistent and accessible) attitude is 
changed as a result of the provision of new in- 
formation? Is the old attitude simply replaced 
with the new one? This is a question with nu- 
merous conceptual and practical implications. 
For example, in the field of health education, 
people’s initially strong attitudes in favor of 
smoking or high-fat foods can be changed by 
new information to be less favorable toward 
these objects. Yet, a common anecdotal occur- 
rence is that when confronted with the atti- 
tude object (cigarettes, ice cream), the “old,” 
highly favorable attitude can come to mind 
prior to the “new,” less favorable one. and 
guide behavior Petty, Baker, and Gleicher 
(1991) suggested that this phenomenon 
should be especially likely when people are 


under some cognitive load and are therefore 
unable to reflect upon their new attitude and/ 
or to discount their old one (see also Petty, 
Gleicher, & Jarvis, 1993). Importantly, our 
discussion of Postulate 7 above implies that it 
isn’t only old attitudes based on the central 
route that might continue to have some influ- 
ence even after they are ostensibly changed. 
Consider an initial attitude based on classical 
conditioning—a - peripheral attitude change 
mechanism that doesn’t rely on effortful, is- 
sue-relevant thinking. However, this proce- 
dure pairs the attitude object with positive (or 
negative) affective cues over many trials. Be- 
cause of this, an “old” conditioned attitude is 
likely to remain highly accessible and might 
continue to influence behavior even if the per- 
son supposedly adopts a “new” attitude—es- 
pecially if the newly changed attitude is not as 
accessible as the old one, and the behavioral 
opportunity is one that does not allow time 
for contemplation (see Jarvis, Tormala, & 
Petty, 1998; Petty & Jarvis, 1998). This phe- 
nomenon suggests the possibility that people 
can simultaneously possess two (or more) 
evaluative predispositions (attitudes) toward 
a given attitude object (perhaps residing in 
separate memory systems; ¢.g., McClelland, 
McNaughton, & O'Reilly, 1995; see Smith & 
DeCoster, Chapter 16, this volume). Which 
attitude is activated and guiding can depend 
on the contextual conditions, such as whether 
some minimal time for reflection and dis- 
counting of the prior opinion is provided or 
not (see also Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, 
Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Gilbert, 1991; 
Wilson & Schooler, 1998). The ELM strength 
postulate has been examined largely under 
conditions that allow at least some minimal 
time for deliberation. As just suggested, the 
consequences of attitudes examined under 
cognitive load or time pressure (or on implicit 
measures) might vary markedly from those 
observed when some reflection is permitted. 


THE ELM AND SOCIAL JUDGMENT 


Thus far in this chapter, we have reviewed the 
formal postulates of the ELM, and addressed 
some areas of confusion that have appeared 
in the literature. Because most of the work on 
the ELM has been conducted in a persuasion 
context, our review and examples have fo- 
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cused on this context as well. In this section 
of the chapter, we briefly compare the ELM 
to other multiprocess models that have been 
developed outside of the persuasion context 
(for comparisons of the ELM with the HSM, 
see Chaiken, Wood, & Eagly, 1996; Eagly & 
Chaiken, 1993; Petty, 1994; Petty & 
Wegéner, 1998). As noted in introducing the 
ELM, the basic tenets of the model can be 
used to understand both evaluative and 
nonevaluative judgments in a variety of do- 
mains (see also Petty et al., 1994), and in 
some cases basic elements of the ELM ap- 
proach have been incorporated into these 
nonpersuasion models. In some cases, we be- 
lieve that a more direct application of the 
ELM principles might provide a more com- 
plete framework for understanding the phe- 
nomena of interest. 


Person Perception 


One of the most influential models of person 
perception is Fiske’s (Fiske 8&¢ Neuberg, 1990; 
Fiske 8 Pavelchak, 1986; see Fiske, Lin, & 
Neuberg, Chapter 11, this volume) contin- 
“uum model of impression formation (for an- 
other prominent model in this area that 
shares some features with the continuum 
model, see Brewer, 1988, and Brewer & 
Harasty, Chapter 12, this volume). The con- 
tinuum model distinguishes between cate- 
gory-based impressions and impressions 
based on individuating information. In brief, 
this model holds that when one encounters a 
new person, an attempt is made to fit the per- 
son into some preexisting category for which 
one already possesses an evaluation (e.g., the 
person is a “schizophrenic” or an “athlete"). 
Category-based evaluation is assumed to be a 
relatively efficient and effortless way to en- 
gage in evaluation. On the other hand, if cate- 
’ gorization fails, one is “forced” to engage in 
an attribute-by-attribute assessment of the 
new person in order to form an evaluation. 
This “piecemeal” processing is less efficient 
and requires greater cognitive effort. Thus, 
this models shares with the ELM the basic as- 
sumption that sometimes evaluation is rela- 
tively thoughtful and effortful, but sometimes 
it is not. Fiske’s model also highlights a partic- 
ular low-effort evaluation process—reliance 
om a preexisting category. This mechanism 
seems most similar to Chaiken’s (1980) em- 


phasis on preexisting evaluative heuristics 
that are retrieved from memory. In any case, 
the ELM therefore predicts that impressions 
formed of new individuals on the basis of pre- 


viously stored categories will be less strong 


{on some dimensions at least) than impres- 
sions formed by. an effortful analysis of the 
traits and behaviors that the new person dis- 
plays. 

One potentially important difference be- 
tween the Fiske model and the ELM is that 
the Fiske model implies a two-step process. 
That is, the high-effort evaluation is only pos- 
tulated to occur to the extent that category 
processing fails. In the ELM, this two-step 
process provides a reasonable account of 
what happens in some circumstances (e.g., in- 
dividuals low in need for cognition might rely 
on source trustworthiness cues if these are 
present, but if not, they might be “forced” to 
process the message; Priester & Petty, 1995). 
On the other hand, the ELM holds that there 
are a variety of situations in which people are 
highly motivated to think, and thus are not 
“forced” to think by a failure of, peripheral 
cues to fit the target. In such situations, the 
ELM holds that people will engage in what 
Fiske has called “piecemeal” processing, and 
any category accessed will be evaluated along 
with all of the other person-relevant informa- 
tion, or the category might bias processing of 
the other information. Of course, the ELM 
also incorporates a variety of additional low- 
effort means of evaluating a person (beyond a 
stored assessment of the person’s “category”). 


Attitude-Behavior Consistency 


Fazio (1990) has proposed a two-route model 
of behavioral choice (the “motivation and op- 
portunity as determinants” [MODE] model; 
see Fazio & Towles-Schwen, Chapter 5, this 
volume). That is, sometimes people’s behavior 
is thought to be determined largely by the ac- 
cessibility of their existing attitudes, but -at 
other times behavior is thought to be deter- 
mined largely by people’s effortful scrutiny of 
all of the available information in the behav- 
ioral context. Although the latter, more rea- 
soned process has much in common with the 
high-effort, central-route process of attitude 
formation, the accessibility process does not 
necessarily map well onto the peripheral 
route. This is because the ELM holds that an 
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accessible attitude (like other variables) can 
influence behavioral judgments (like other 
judgments) in both effortful and noneffortful 
ways. Thus, a person’s highly accessible atti- 
tude might come to mind and guide behavior 
rather automatically without much thought 
(e.g., “I like you, so I'll give you money”); or 
an accessible attitude might increase scrutiny 
of the information available in the behavioral 
situation in a rather objective way (see 
Fabrigar, Priester, Petty, & Wegener, 1998); 
or the attitude might bias processing of the in- 
formation available (as emphasized by Fazio, 
1995; e.g., liking the person makes the cause 
seem more worthy, leading to a greater mone- 
tary donation). 


Affect and Judgment 


Forgas (1992, 1995) has recently proposed a 
multiroute model of the impact of affect on 
judgment (the affect infusion model, or AIM). 
In the AIM, several information-processing 
modes are described. Two of the modes ad- 
dress when affect has an impact on judgment, 
and two address when affect does not have an 
impact. Specifically, Forgas notes that affect 
can have an impact on judgment in two ways. 
In what Forgas calls “heuristic processing,” 
affect influences judgment because people 
“use their affect as a short cut to infer their 


" evaluative reactions to the target.” In what he 


calls “substantive processing,” affect influ- 
ences judgment “through its selective influ- 
ence on attention, encoding, retrieval, and as- 
sociative processes” (Forgas, 1995, p. 40). In 
essence, these two processing modes map 
nicely onto the ELM notion that affect can in- 
fluence judgment under low-elaboration con- 
ditions by serving as a peripheral cue, and un- 
der high-elaboration conditions by biasing 
thinking (see Petty, Schumann, et al., 1993, 
for evidence). Forgas further notes that affect 
will not have an impact on judgment if a per- 
son has a strong prior attitude that is re- 
trieved directly “direct access” ). This mode 
points to one prior cue ({i.e., a person’s own 
attitude) that can be more salient than the cue 
effect produced by mood. The ELM argues 
that under low-elaboration conditions, a vari- 
ety of cues might compete with mood—not 
just one’s prior attitude. Thus, a salient 
‘dislikable message source might be used as a 
cue under low-elaboration conditions, rather 


than one’s mood. That is, in the ELM, one’s 
prior attitude is not be the only cue that can 
override the impact of mood as a cue or can 
be used instead of mood. Finally, Forgas 
notes that affect will not have an impact on 
judgment under high-elaboration conditions 
if some strong motivational bias is at work 
(“motivated processing”). Stated in ELM 
terms, processing can be biased by a number 
of motivational factors when the elaboration 
likelihood is high, and some of these can un- 
dermine the impact of mood. For example, if 
a person is placed in a positive mood, but 
reactance is induced by the speaker, the desire 
to reject the message might overwhelm any 
favorable impact that normally would be pro- 
duced by the positive mood. In sum, Forgas’s 
four strategies map well onto a 2 (high elabo- 
ration, low elaboration) x 2 (no other bias 
present, other bias present) matrix, where un- 
der low elaboration the other bias is supplied 
by nonmood variables that can serve as cues 
(e.g., source likability), and under high elabo- 
ration the other bias is supplied by other mo- 
tivational (e.g., reactance) or ability (e.g-, 
prior knowledge) variables that compete with 
the mood bias. 
There are also a number of crucial differ- 
ences between the ELM and the AIM. For ex- 
ample, Forgas (1992, 1995) posits that stored 
judgments of the target are only used when 
the target (or judgment) is unimportant to the 
judge, whereas a person’s stored attitude or 
judgment can serve in multiple roles within 
the ELM (see discussion of the MODE model, 
above). The models also diverge in their treat- 
ment of effects of mood. For example, in the 
AIM, both heuristic use of mood and effects 
of mood on information scrutiny occur only if 
the judgment is important (if the judgment is 
unimportant, direct access of a prior judg- 
ment is used). Within the ELM, heuristic and 
other “direct” influences of mood (e.g., classi- 
cal conditioning) are more likely under low- 
rather than high-elaboration conditions (i.e., 
low rather than high importance of the atti- 
tude object or judgment), and effects of mood 
on amount of information scrutiny are most 
likely when elaboration likelihood is not con- 
strained to be either high or low. Whereas the 
AIM (Forgas, 1992, 1995) hypothesizes de- 
creased processing in happy moods, research 
guided by the ELM has shown that happy 
moods can either increase or decrease pro- 
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cessing of judgment-relevant information (see 
Wegener, Petty, 8 Smith, 1995). Finally, in 
addition to Forgas’s heuristic-processing 


mode (based on a “How do I feel about it?” . 


heuristic; Schwarz, 1990) and substantive- 
processing mode, the ELM postulates that af- 
fect can serve as an argument relevant to the 
central merits of a judgment target. Although 
the AIM might lump such an effect under the 
heuristic mode, we believe that there would 
be different consequences of using affect in 
these different ways. 


Survey Responding 


Krosnick (1991) has presented a conceptual 
analysis of people’s responses to survey ques- 
tions. Two strategies are distinguished: 


“satisficing” and “optimizing.” When satisfic- 


ing, people do not engage in effortful thought 
about the survey question, and thus give an- 
swers that are based on salient cues in the en- 
vironment or on more simplistic strategies 
(e.g., selecting the first plausible answer, or al- 
ways saying “yes”). When optimizing, people 
engage in the effortful scrutiny of the ques- 
tions and think carefully before answering. 
Thus, Krosnick notes that optimizing is more 
likely when people are both motivated and 
able to think about the survey questions, but 
that satisficing is more likely when either mo- 
tivation or ability are low. Thus, consistent 
with the ELM, Krosnick postulates thought- 
ful and nonthoughtful routes to survey re- 
sponding, which are moderated by motiva- 
tional and ability factors. One important 
difference between the ELM analysis of sur- 
vey responding and Krosnick’s satisficing-op- 
timizing analysis, however, is that Krosnick 
assumes that optimizing (i.e., high-effort pro- 


cesses) results in less biased judgments than 


satisficing (low-effort processes). In contrast, 
according to the ELM, bias can result from ei- 
ther low- or high-effort processes. For exam- 
ple, recall how mood can bias judgment by 
high-effort and low-effort processes (Petty, 
Schumann, et al., 1993). Thus, in the ELM, 
high effort is no guarantee that survey re- 
sponses will be any more accurate than low- 
effort responses. In fact, in some cases, giving 
quick, highly accessible responses can result 
in greater accuracy than highly. thoughtful but 
biased responses (cf. Wilson, Kraft, & Dunn, 
1989; see Petty & Jarvis, 1996, for more on 


high- and low-effort processes in survey re 
sponding). : 


CONCLUSIONS 


Although it is sometimes misunderstood, the 
ELM has proven to be a useful framework for 
studying attitude change and persuasion. In- 
corporation of many ELM principles in mod- 
els outside the persuasion domain suggests 
that the ELM might prove equally beneficial 
in a variety of related areas. Although existing 
non-persuasion-related models have incorpo- 
rated some aspects of the ELM, we believe 
that many of these models have lost some of 
the complexities and flexibilities (e.g., the no- 
tion of multiple roles) that might make the 
ELM especially useful in those domains. It is 
our hope that the present discussion of some 
misunderstood aspects of the ELM will clarify 
aspects of the model and encourage interpre- 
tations true to the conceptualization intended. 


NOTES 


1. That is, as articulated shortly, the periph- 
eral route to persuasion refers to attitude changes 
that result from low-effort central route processes 
(i.e., putting minimal effort into elaborating issue- 
relevant information) as well as peripheral pro- 
cesses (e.g., use of heuristics, identification with the 
source) since these mechanisms tend to produce 
similarly weak attitudes. ; 

2. We refer to the elaboration likelihood con- 
tinuum when assessing in advance of a message or 
judgment how likely it is that.a person will think 
about it. For example, if there are many distrac- 
tions in the situation, the likelihood of elaboration 
is low. The actual placement of an individual along 
the continuum, of course, cannot be known until 
after the message or attitude object has been pro- 
cessed. 

3. Following Festinger (1954), the ELM talks 
about achieving’ subjective correctness; however, 
similar points can be made about achieving confi- 
dence in one’s opinion (see Chaiken, Liberman, & 
Eagly, 1989), since confidence is presumably based 
mostly on a feeling that one’s opinion is correct. 

4. This effect is expected whether the cogni- 
tive responses to the arguments are added or aver- 
aged, as long as the person’s initial opinion (either 
toward the particular object or the class of objects 
to which this object belongs) is added/averaged 
along with the new cognitive responses (see Ander- 
son, 1981). 
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5. If the high-elaboration processor does not 
consider all of the information objectively, then the 
attitudinal outcomes might be the same as for the 
low-elaboration processor, but for different rea- 
sons. For example, if a high-elaboration processor 
encounters strong arguments first and becomes 
convinced of the merit of the position, the subse- 
quent weak arguments might be actively 
reconceptualized so as to appear strong (i.e., belief 
in the position can lead to biased processing of the 
weak arguments). That is, primacy effects can oc- 
cur for both effortful and noneffortful reasons 
(Haugtvedt & Wegener, 1994; Hawkins, Petty, & 
Wegener, 1996). 

6. Of course, on some level, the issue of 
whether to lump all processes of persuasion to- 
gether or to split them into two or more categories 
depends on the utility of the distinctions involved, 
as well as on how one defines what is qualitatively 
different from something else (Petty et al., in press). 
At the most general level, truly uniprocess models 
postulate something ‘akin to “People think.” Al- 
though true enough, such a view is relatively inca- 
pable of predicting when a given variable is likely 
to influence persuasion in a simple way (e.g., when 
mood is used as a heuristic; Petty & Cacioppo, 
1983; Schwarz, 1990) as opposed to a more com- 
plex way (e.g., when mood influences interpreta- 
tions of object-relevant information; Petty, 
Schumann, Richman, & Strathman, 1993; 
Wegener, Petty, & Klein, 1994). 

7. Interestingly, what variables have the po- 
tential to serve-as cues versus arguments can vary 
with situational and individual factors. For exam- 
ple, in a study conducted with Chinese students in 
Hong Kong (Aaker & Maheswaran, 1997), the 
mere number of arguments in a message became a 
less influential determinant of attitudes as task im- 
portance (i.e., elaboration likelihood) increased, 
whereas argument quality became more important, 
duplicating the data just described for U.S. college 
students (Petty & Cacioppo, 1984b). This cross- 
cultural replication suggest that Chinese students 
treat the mere number of arguments as a peripheral 
cue that is unrelated to the true merit of the advo- 
cacy when they are carefully processing a message, 
just as U.S. college students do. In another study, 
however, Chinese students were still influenced by 
a manipulation of the number of people who fa- 
vored a product under high-elaboration. condi- 
tions, whereas U.S. students were not (Mahes- 
waran & Chaiken, 1991). The latter finding is 
consistent with the idea that the number of people 
who endorse something is viewed as more closely 
related to the central merits of an advocacy in a 
collectivist than in an individualistic culture. 

8. This is not to imply that heuristics cannot 
add to the impact of argument processing, but 
rather that the same additive outcome can occur if 


the variable that invokes a heuristic and/or the 
heuristic itself are processed for merit under high- 
elaboration conditions (we postpone discussion of 
the co-occurrence of central and peripheral pro- 
cesses until Postulate 6). 

9, We do not mean to imply that all periph- 
eral processes are subjected to scrutiny under high- 
elaboration conditions. Rather, people scrutinize 
both the external and internal information that is 
available. Thus, people might have conscious ac- 
cess to some peripheral information, such as re- 
trieved heuristics (even if the retrieval process itself 
is automatic), but are not likely to have conscious 
access to other peripheral mechanisms, such as 
mere association {as in classical conditioning). Be~ 
cause of this, the output of some peripheral mecha- 
nisms can be subjected to scrutiny, whereas the 
output of other peripheral mechanisms cannot. At- 
titudinal effects of the latter mechanisms might be 
detected with implicit measures. i 

10. Different peripheral-route processes pe- 
quire different minimal motivation and ability Jev- 
els to have an impact on attitudes (e.g, a ‘self- 
perception process presumably requires that people 
have greater motivation and ability to evaluate a 
message than does classical conditioning or mere 
exposure). Thus, when one is going from extremely 
low levels of elaboration likelihood to moderately 
low levels, the impact of some peripheral processes 
(such as self-perception and other attributional in- 
ferences) might be increased. Once one is past the 
minimal point on the continuum necessary to in- 
voke the process, however, moving higher along 
the continuum should reduce the impact of the 
process on attitudes. That is, as the elaboration 
likelihood is increased further, the peripheral pro- 
cess should account for less variance in the overall 
attitude. 
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